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That lich we have ſeen and heard declare. we unto you, 
that ye alſo may have fellowſhip with us, and truly our 
: . fellowſhip is with the Father, and with his Son Jeſus 
'_*Chrift. 2 i. 3. 
| of our Lord Jeſas Chriſt, and the love of God, 
Pat the communion of the Holy Ghoſt, be with you all, 
3 men. 4 Cor. xiii. 14. 
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F yon are one who has taſted that the 

Lord is gracious, you will receive the 
doctrines contained in the following pages, 
on their own. intrinfic value and impottance, 
both as being truths contained in the ſcrip- 
tures, and alto, what our preſent comfort and 
hope of eternal ſalvation depend upon; and 
you will no doubt wiſh with me, that ſome 
abler hand had undertaken this work, and 
boldly ſtept forth to the help of the Lord 
againſt the mighty diſputants of this world, 
and the powers of hell, who attempt to eraſe 
from the ſacred pages the Chriſt-exalting and 
ſoul-ſaving truths of the "xt and this is 
the more needfal, becauſe it is not an open 
enemy that has endeavoured to ſap the foun- 
dation of our holy religion ; but one, who 
once zealouſly preached the doctrine he now 
ſeeks to deſtroy ; who has actually led many 
into darkneſs and unbelief, to the great grief 
and concern of the godly. Therefore it is a 
loud call to appear on the fide of God and 
truth. | 

If any of the eminent and able miniſters 


of Chriſt had thus appeared, I ſhould have 


filently ſtood by, and rejoiced to fee them foil 


their antagoniſts, by ſkilfully and powerfully 


wielding the invincible ſword of the Spirit, 
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the word of God.— But as none did appear, 
I with much trembling attempt to offer my 
weak efforts towards ſtopping the torrent of 
hereſy, which was breaking in like a flood 
upon the church of Chriſt. If the Lord has 
made my poor endeavours of any benefit to 
the end propoſed, to him alone is all the glory 
due, — but as the oppoſer of the truth has re- 
newed his attack, in order to weaken the force 
of what I then ſaid, therefore judge it in- 
cumbent upon me for this once, to ſhew the 
fallacy of his reaſoning, by giving, in my ſim- 
ple way, what appears to be the true meaning 
of the texts, in which the doctrines we con- 
tend for are contained, without multiplying 
of texts which have no connection with them, 
as is the practice of our antagoniſt ; and as I 
am perſuaded you have the glory of Chriſt 
at heart, I truſt you will with me be earneſt at 
the throne of grace, that the Lord may be 
graciouſly pleated to accompany this weak 
eflay with his almighty power, to the con- 
vincing of gainſayers, the ſtrengthening the 
weak, and eſtabliſhing our hearts in the truth, 
as it is in Jeſus; to whom with the Father and 
the Holy Ghoſt, the one eternal God, be all 
glory and praiſe for ever and ever, Amen. 


J. W. 
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REVEREND SIR, a 
Received a copy of your late performance, 
I which you was pleaſed to ſend me, containin 
what you call an anſwer to the letter which f 
thought it my duty to ſend you about a year ago, 
and though I have read it with care, candour and 
impartiality, I am far from ſeeing any reaſon for a 
change of ſentiments reſpecting the great truths in 
debate; and indeed, - Sir, I cannot expreſs how 
much I am affected with a concern for your pre- 
cious ſoul, having too ſtrong an evidence that you 
are ſtill engaged in fighting againſt the glorious 
truths of the goſpel, which will be dreadfully fatal, 
if grace prevent not. And I heartily pray, that the 
Lord may graciouſly ſhew you your great errors, 
and bring you to a re-acknowledgment of thoſe 
truths which you formerly preached, but now 
vehemently oppoſe. To this end, and with a 
dependence on the divine teaching, I would hum- 
bly attempt making you a reply, without any de- 
ſign of ſtriving for maſtery, but ſimply for diſco- 
vering the truth as it is declared in the ſcriptures. 
And allow me to obſerve, that all the ways of God 
are moſt profound and myſterious, ſo that it is but 
a {mall portion we can know of them, but when 
we attempt to enquire into or contemplate on 
what God himſelf is, in his eſſence and being, Are 
we not loſt in the immenſity of his nature and the 
infinity of his adorable perfections? And muſt we 
not own that this is a ſubject which is deeper than 
bell ? what can we know ? and higher than heaven, 
what can we do ? for who by ſearching can find out 
God ? who can find out the Almighty unto perfection? 
I humbly think that the doctrine of a plurality of 
perſons in the unity of the adorable Godhead would 
never have been known by men or angels without 


a divine diſcovery of it, neither would this glorious 
myſtery of Deity have been revealed but becauſe 
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of its inſeperable connection with the grand work 
of redemption: and the doctrine of à trinity of 
perſons in the unity of the Godhead, was 
not intimated immediately to angels, but to and 
for the advantage of the choſen remnant of man- 
kind ſinners, and is part of that manifold wiſdom 
of God which by the church is made known unto the 
principalities and powers in heavenly pigces, Eph. iii. 
10. and that the angels do believe and acknow- 
ledge it. See Luke i. 16. And many of the chil- 
dren of Iſrael ſhall be turn to the Lord their God, 
ver. 17. And he ſhall go before him to make ready 
a people prepared for the Lord. Here are but two 
perſons ſpoken of, and if we compare this with 
John i. 13. we ſee that John the Baptiſt was one 
perſon here ſpoken of by the word He; and our 
precious Saviour is the other perſon ſpoken of 
under the appellation, the Lord their God, and, 
(Him) in the next verſe. From theſe ſcriptures 
it is ſelf-evident, that the angel bears teſtimony to 
this truth, viz. that Jeſus Chriſt is the Lord God 
of the children of Iſrael, — the ſame truth is wit- 
neſſed by the angel in Rev. xxii. 6. compared with 
ver. 16. And he ſaid, Theſe ſayings are faithful and 
true. And the Lord God of the holy prophets ſent his 
angel to ſhew unto his ſervants the things that muſt 
ſhortly be done—ver. 16. J Feſus have ſent mine an- 
gel to teſtify unto you theſe things in the churches. 
J am the root and the offspring of David, and the 
bright and morning ſtar, In this latter part of the 
words, [ amb think that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
expreſſes his two natures, viz. his divine nature, 
by the term root; and his human nature, by the 
term the offspring of David ; and his mediatorial 
office, by the metaphor of the bright and morning 
ſtar. From theſe ſcriptures it is evidently de- 
monſtrated that Jeſus Chriſt is the Lord God of 
the prophets, for he himſelf declares that he is 

that glorious perſon that ent his angel to teftiſy 
theſe thmgs unto the churches, which alſo contains 
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the cettainty of the Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; 
therefore to deny it, is to reject the teſtimony of 
Chrift himſelf, and alſo of his angels concerning 
his eternal Godhead in unity with the Father and 
the Holy Ghoſt; and none who deny this truth 
can fully believe the ſcriptures, nor conliſtently 
maintain the grand doctrine of redemption, which 
is built upon it. And yet, Sir, you have boldly 
attempted to overthrow this doctrine, which is in 
effect to render void the whole ſcriptures; and I 
humbly think that in my former leiter this was 
ſufficiently proved; but as you have endeavoured 
to weaken the force of it by your late publication, 
I truſt the Lord will enable me to give you a full 
reply founded upon the ſcriptures of truth. 

The pamphlet which you ſent me I find intitled 
Scripture Sufficiency ; by this I think your meaning 
is, that the ſcriptures are ſufficient to make us 
wiſe unto ſalvation, through the teachings of the 
Lord the Spirit, for without his gracious illumi- 
nations it is as a ſealed book; for although there 
be in it a ſufficiency of knowledge, yet we are in 
ourſelves abſolutely incapable of underſtanding it, 
but by the Holy Spirit's enlightening us, we are 
fully taught in the ſcriptures all the branches of 
true godlineſs; and in particular it plainly teaches 
us, ali that is neceſſary to be known, of the being, 
perſons and perfections of the one, only, living 
and eternal God ; the ſcriptures ſay nothing to us 
of the manner how the three perſons, viz. the Fa- 
ther, the Son and the Holy Spirit, ſubſiſt in the 
one eternal Godhead, for it is not the manner how, 
but the certainty of it which we have to do with; 
and as this truth is the grand foundation of the 
Chriſtian's hope as aforeſaid, the Bible would be 
intirely deficient without it. But as the Bible 
plainly declares this grand truth, therefore we 
maintain /cripture fate; and you, Sir, in 
effect, flatly deny it. Another part of your title 
is, The Blble-Chriſtian's Plea, but who are they 
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that are ſuch? ſurely not the Arians, Socinians, 
Sabellians, nor any that deny the perſonal glory 
of Chriſt, and the trinity of perſons in the God- 
head, for they endeavour to exclude that plain 
declaration which the God of the Bible hath given 
of himſelf therein. I verily believe that many who 
are real Chriſtians, through the remainder of un- 
belief, and the temptations of ſatan, may be turned 
alide for a ſeaſon from the truth, both in principle 
and practice, nevertheleſs all who are under the 
power of the abovementioned errors are ſo far from 
being Bible-Chriſtians, that they can only be 
viewed as Anti-chriſtians. A Bible-Chriftian is 
one whoſe mind is formed and moulded into the 
full belief of all the glorious truths contained in 
the Bible, and whoſe heart and life are under the 
influence of the grace of it. May the Lord make 
and keep you, Sir, and me, thus Bible-Chriſftians. 
But what is their plea ? not the doctrine contained 
in your books, for that is in fact againſt the eternal 
dignity of the Son of God, and therefore will not 
be regarded by the eternal Father, who thus ſpeaks 
to his co-equal Son, Heb. 1. 8. Thy throne, O God, 
7s for ever and ever. This is not to be underſtood 
of Chriſt's mediatorial throne and kingdom, for 
that is to be delivered up to the Father, and 
therefore is not to be for ever and ever, but it is 
his ſupreme dignity and ſovereignty as a divine 
perſon in the unity of the Godhead, which he eter- 
nally had a right to, and ſhall eternally exerciſc 
over all worlds. This, I fay, 1s the grand truth 
declared by the everlaſting Father, and who 1s he 
that dare put in his plea againſt it? But if you 
mean, Sir, that the R is the Bible-Chriſ- 
tian's plea, this I heartily own, and it is a plea that 
will nonſuit every other plea that can be entered ar 
the bar of God and right reaſon, againſt any part 
of the Bible-Chriſftiar's faith, for every tongue that 
riſe:h againſt thee in judgment, thou ſhalt condemn, 
If, liv. 17. And the Bzble-Chriftian, when in — 
e treis 
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treſs of any kind, is fully furniſhed from the holy 
ſcriptures with the moſt powerful plea for obtain- 
ing mercy and finding grace to help in time of 
need; which plea is founded on the promiſes of a 
faithful covenant-keeping God, founded upon the 
blood and righteouſneſs of Chrift, who 1s Jehovah 
our righteouſneſs, Jer. xxiii. 6. but thoſe who deny 
the divinity of the blood and righteouſneſs of 
Chriſt, cannot have any ſufficient plea for their 
acceptance with God. Thus the title of your 
book is a direct contraſt to the doctrine contained 
in it. 

I find inſcribed on your title-page, Job vi. 25. 
Hou forcible are right words,” I ſay, truly God's 
words are in all things right, and when rightly 
uſed they will ſooner or later force their way into 
the conſcience of every man; but you, Sir, have 
uſed right words to wrong ends, and therefore they 
can- have no force to ſupport what you uſe them 
for, and fo are no better than parables in the 
mouth of fools. You add the other part of the 
text, © but what doth your arguing reprove.“ It 
you, Sir, apply this to me, I anſwer, it reproves 
what you and all ſuch men ſay againſt the co- 
equality and co-eternity of the Father, the Son 
and the Holy Spirit, in the one undivided effence 
and adorable Godhead, which is the moſt grand 
and eſſential truth contained in the Bible, on which 
all the doctrines of grace hinge: and even your 
own arguing, Sir, reproves what you yourſelf ſay 
touching this great matter, while you aſſert that, to 
be a ſcripture doctrine which is directly oppoſed to 
it, and at the ſame time affirm, that the ſcripture is 
the only teſt of found doctrine. Again, you inſert, 
Matt. xv. 9. But why, Sir, did not you quote 
the whole verſe? no other reaſon can well be given 


but a conſciouſneſs that it made againſt you the 


verſe runs thus, In vain do you worſhip me, teach- 
ing for doctrines the commandments of men. This 
was ſpoken to the Phariſees, who made void the 
Gag — commandments 
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commandments of God by their obſervance of 
mens traditions, and they reproye all thoſe who 
would eftabliſh or obtrude upon us the doctrines 
and inventions of men, under the maſk of truth 
and in the place of the infallible doctrines con- 
tained in the word of God; but what 1 aſſert in 
this and my former letter concerning the eternal 
glory of Chriſt, was and is the doctrine of the goſ- 
pel made manifeſt by the writings of the prophets 
and apoſtles, and according to the commandment 
of the everlaſting God, made known to all nations, 
for the obedience of faith, Rom. xvi. but the doc- 
trine of Chriſt's inferiority was by the Arian Ro- 
man powers commanded to be publiſhed and au- 
thoriſed throughout the Roman empire; and as 
this is the doctrine which you teach, is it not 
evident that it is after the commandments of men, 
and contrary to the commandment of God ? The 
part of the text which you have omitted, viz. In 
vain do they worſhip me, are not the words of the 
prophet, but Chriſt's own words, intimating that 
he was that glorious perſon, by whom, and of 
whom Iſaiah ſpoke, and is a proof of his Deity, 
and that he with the Father and Holy Spirit, is 
the one eternal God; ſo Chriſt ſays, in vain do 
they worſbip me, including both the paſt and the 
preſent unbelieving Jews. Thus, taking the whole 
text, which in part ſtands in the front of your 
book, reproves your own doctrine. 

In your Addreſs to the Reader, you caution 
thus: “ Say not I never read controverſy, for 
e they who ſpeak thus, if they are conſiſtent with 
e themſelves, muſt never read the Bible, for that 
« ſacred book is full of controverſy.“ Indeed, 
Sir, there are too many that are ſo minded; the 
Deiſts will not regard it on account of your ſup- 
poſed reaſon ; they plainly ſee and own that the 
Bible contains the doctrine of a plurality of co- 
equal perſons in Deity, and ſome other grand 
points, -mentioned there not as doubtful but 

things 
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things of divine certainty, which are denied by 
them becauſe they cannot ſee their conſiſtency; for 
thoſe who receive the Bible on the footing of rea- 
fon, ſtretch their imaginations to find out the con- 
ſiſtency of it, and ſo far as they fail in this they 
reject it; thus they make the glorious truths of 
ſcripture a matter; of controverſy, and therefore 
they will not receive it as a revelation from God : 

but is he not more honeſt who renounces the Bible 
becauſe of its ſuppoſed unreaſonableneſs, than he 
who owns it, but detacheth from it us true mean- 
ing and beauty ? Carnal men wrangle with the 
Bible becaule it is contrary to their luſts. and their 
falſe conceptions of God and religion; but all who 
are divinely taught, do verily believe that without 
controverſy, great is the myſtery of godlineſs, 
God was manifeſted in the fleſh, &c. but you, 
Sir, make this point a mere matter 'of controverly, 
and while you retain the words, you explain away 
the true ſenſe of them; which is, that God did 
take the human nature into perſonal union, and 
was and is ſeen by faith in it. And the word was 
made fleſh and dwelt among us, and we beheld 
his glory, & c. John i. 14. we are exhorted to con- 
tend earneſtly for the faith once delivered to the ſaints, 
but I am ſorry to ſay, Sir, that you are fo far from 
contending for, that you are contending againft 
the faith of the goſpel. My hearty prayer to God 
-1S, that he may enable you, Sir, and me, to buy 
the truth and fell it not. 

In page 2, you ſay, & The number of perſons 
meant by the pronoun US in Gen. 1. 26. are not 
to be gathered from any paſſage that refers to 
a different ſubject, but 1 John v. 7. reſpects 
** not the work of creation, but ſomething elſe 
that widely differs from it, therefore it 15 not 
* natural nor proper to ſeek: it thence. 

Reply.— This in fact is as bad Iggic as divinity, 
and it may as well be ſaid, that becapſe Mr, Elliot 
once A the doctrine of: Chriſt? $ co-equalizy 
125 with 
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with the Father, but now writes againſt it, there- 
fore he 1s not the ſame identical perſon, becauſe 
he is now engaged in a very different thing; but 
if the ſame US that created the world, redeemed 
the world, then it follows that the US who were 
concerned as efficients in redemption work, are 
the very ſame identical US that are meant in 
Gen. 1. 26. But the Father, the Son, and the 
Holy Ghoſt, are the great efficients in redemption 
work, therefore the ſame were the efficients in 
creation work, and are the very number contained 
in the pronoun US, of which the text in 1 John 
v. 7. is a full proof. 

Secondly.—You ſay, That it is more rational 
<« and juſt to ſeek for the meaning of Gen. i. 26. 
« from parallel ſcriptures which ſpeak of the 
« ſame ſubject, and theſe are John i. 1, 2. 1 Cor. 
« yin. 6. Eph. iii. 9. Col. i. 15, 16. Heb. i. 1, 2. 
« for theſe ſcriptures ſpeak of the work of crea- 
« tion, but 1 John v. 7. doth not. Now in all 
<« theſe texts there are only two perſons men- 
« tjoned, viz. the Father and the Son, and no 
„ more.” 

Reply.—This is like your former reaſoning, very 
weak, for although the Holy Spirit is not men- 
tioned in theſe texts, that 1s no reaſon to ſay that 
he is not included in the US; for if the ſcriptures 
any where inform that the Spirit was engaged in 
creation work, then it is an infallible truth; but 
the ſcriptures expreſsly ſay that the Spirit was en- 
gaged in creation work, Gen. i 2. And the Spirit 
of God moved on the face of the waters. Therefore 
the Holy Spirit is one of the glorious perſons in- 
cluded in the word US, and your way of coming 
to the knowledge of the number of perſons meant 


in Gen. i. 26. from ſuch ſcriptures as you have 


cited is fo far from being more rational and juſt 

that it is abſolutely unreaſonable, and ſerves only to 

ſpin out the diſpute, maintain contention, or ſettle 
e point upon a wrong foundation. 

LE Beſides, 
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Beſides, Sir, you have turned the texts from 
their natural ſcope, which is to prove the divinity 
and Godhead of Chriſt from: his being engaged in 
the work of creation, which none but Deity was 


or could be concerned in. 


Thirdly.—You ſay, Chriſt often ſpeaks of 
« the Father and himſelf in' the plural, without 
« adding a third perſon. John xiv. 24.—xvil. 11, 
« 21, 22. The apoſtles alſo in their epiſtles, wiſh 
grace, mercy, and peace, only from two per- 
& ſons, viz. from God the Father, and from his 
& Son Jeſus Chriſt our Lord ! Therefore it is moſt 
proper and ſcriptural to underſtand Geneſis as 
4 meant of two perſons only,” 

Reply.—This is departing from your own rule, 
the texts you have cited ſpeak nothing of creation 
work, why then do you produce them as a proof 
of the number of perſons meant in the above text ? 
In this you reprove yourſelf, and your reaſon is as 
the former, viz. becauſe there are two perſons 
mentioned in theſe ſcriptures, therefore there is 
not a third meant in the US, in Gen. 1. 26. But 
if any of the apoſtles wiſh grace, &c. from three 

rſons, then your concluſion is falſe; but the 
apoſtle John, in Rev. 1. 45. wiſheth grace and 

ace from three perſons, and the apoſtle Paul to 
the ſame effect, 2 Cor. xiii. 14. therefore it is 
moſt improper and unſcriptural to underftand 
Gen. 1. 26. as meant of two perſons only ; neither 
is our Lord's mentioning only his Father and 
himſelf without adding a third, any proof againſt 
a trinity in Deity ; but Chriſt's ſpeaking of three 
perſons in the ſame chapter which you have quoted, 
ver. 16, ſays, And I will pray the Father, and he 
will give you another Comforter, ver. 26. But the 
Comforter which is the Holz Ghoſt, whom the Father 
will ſend in my name. This, I ſay, fully evinces a 
trinity of perſons engaged as efficients, both in the 
work of creation and ſalvation, and ſhews that 
you, Sir, build your doctrine on ſuch texts as can 


no 


( 14 ) 
no way ſupport it; therefore your anſwers are en- 
tirely inconcluſive. 

And to your fourth oer 1 nephy, that the 
Cope of 1 Cor. iiz 11. is to ſhew the abſolute ne- 
ceflity of the divine teaching, in order to our 
knowing (ſavingly) the things of God; but it was 
not to inform us that the Spirit of God is the ſame 
thing in God, that the ſpirit of man is in man, 
for So we muſt needs conclude that there is 
ſomething in God beſides his Spirit, as there is 
ſomething in man beſides his ſpirit; but this 
would be to mealure the Creator by the creature, 
which is very impertinent and abſolutely prophane ; 
yet your definition naturally leads to it and flatly 
contradicts the ſcriptures, which ſpeaks bf the Spirit 
of God under perſonal MORI" v en Whol, 
in the above texts. 

' Fifthly,—You-ſay, in page 3, C 1 John. v. b . 
< hath been already explained in pages 160 
* 166. of your Teſt 1 Souũd Doctrine.“ In 
theſe pages you labour hard to explain away the 
obvious ſenſe of this and all the parallel texts, for 
you obſerve on verſes gth, 1oth, and 11th, That 
< "the apoſtle ſpeaks evidently of the ſame teſti- 
* mony, and calls it again and again the witneſs 
0 of God, which he witneſſeth of his Son, and it 
« 1s plain that this is but the witneſs of one per- 
« ſon only.” 

Reply This reproves what you yourſelf ſay, 
page 166. Matt. xxviii. 19. 1 John v. 7. 2 Cor. 
xiii. 4. The facred three are mentioned to 
ther.” But althqugh you admit the ſacred three 
to be included and expreſt in theſe texts, your in- 
terpretation of them reduces them to be two, by 
telling us that the Father and the Holy Ghoſt 
are but one perſon, and if but one perſon can be 
but one witneſs; but thoſe that are weak enough 
to believe your doctrine, pay very little regard to 
the ſcriptures, which expreſsly ſay there are three, 
viz. the Father, the Son 9 Holy Ghoſt 

an 
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and however inſeparable the ſacred three may be 
connected, yet they are diſtinctly three, and can- 
not in reſpect to their number be more or leſs than 
three, and if each of theſe three bear their re- 
cord, then they are three diſtinct perſons, for to 


bear record is a perſonal act, but the ſcriptures 


expreſsly ſay, that the Father, the Word and the 
Holy Ghoſt do bear record in Heaven; therefore, 
the bleſſed Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, are pro- 
perly three diftinft and co-equal perſons.—It is 
added in the text and theſe three are one and 
as this cannot reſpect their number, neither can 
it refer to their record; but the one- neſs intended 
in the text (I humbly think) refers to their God- 
head, viz, theſe three are one God. a4 

I I would be far from contending with Beza, you, 
Sir, or any learned gentleman, who ſhall fix the 
one · neſs on the record, being ſo entire, as if it 
were but one perſon; i fax. ? would not oppoſe 
this if there were no bad uſe made of it, never- 
theleſs I humbly. think that the unity of the ado- 
rable Godhead is the real meaning of the text, for 
if the apoſtle urgeth in the gth, 10, 11th verſes 


from the record, verſe 7, then it follows that the 
three included in that verſe are the one God; but 


it is ſelf-evident that the force of his reaſoning 
depends on the record in verſe 7, therefore it is 
moſt certain that the Father, the Word and the 
Holy Ghoſt is the one only living and true God; 
theſe glorious three cannot be diſtinguiſhed in their 
eſſence, for that is but one; nor can they be diſtin- 
iſhed in the Godhead, for that is alſo but one; 
ut in their perſons they are diſtinguiſhed, yet ab- 
ſolutely inſeparable, being always with and in each 
other, John xiv. 10. J am it. the Father and the 
Father in me, and this is the grand truth into 
which we are; baptized, It would have been well, 
Sir, if your deſign had been as good as your ob- 
ſervation was juſt, viz. It is not in the names, but 
in the name, meaning in the ſupreme authority 1 
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the Father, the Son and the Holy Ghoſt; for 
though three in perſons, yet in ſupteme power 
and Godhead they are but one; and in the afore- 
aid ordinance we profeſs our faĩth of, our 
dance on, our obedience” to, and delight in the 
Father's everlaſting love, the divine atonement and 
perfect righteouſneſs of the Son, and the efficacious 
grace of the Holy Ghoſt, the one eternal God, 
and, I truſt, our God, for ever and ever, and 
will be our guide even unto death.”. > -- 

In page 162 of Divine Revelation, toe. RESTS, 
o_—_ — reek pronoun 1n the neuter gender, wheres 

the one-neſs is expreſt, doth not neceffarily 

% mean one ſubſtance, eſſence, or being. 

Reply. Though it ſhould not always. mean lo, | 
yet your words imply that ſometimes-it may be ſo 
underſtood, and I - humbly think that chis is the 
meaning of it here; but we would do well. to ob- 
ſerve that there is a two-fold one-nefs':berwixt the 
Father and the Son; firſt there is an eſſential one- 
neſs, not of perſons, but in eſſence and Godhead; - 
and this is that which is included in the text, 
1 John v. 7. alſo in Deut. vi. 4. Hear, Olfrael, the 
Lord our God is ene Lord. And as in Deut. vi. 4. 
the ſupremacy and unity of the adorable Godhead 
is expreſſed by the pronoun One- Lord, ſo 1 humbly 
think that the fame thing is intended by it in 

1 John v. 7. theſe three are one.—In the ſame ſenſe 
it is uſed John x. 20. Iand my Father are one; the 
Father's Godhead is implied, ver. 29. My Father 
Tobich gave them me is greater than alt, then adds, 
ver: 30. I and my Father are one; not one perſon, 
Hut one in power and Godhead; not to the exclu- 
fon of the Spirit, as you ſay on John xvii.” but 
with the Father and Son, the one God, which is 
the true ſenſe of the word as it is in 1 John v. 7. 
But there is another one-neſs, even 'a covenant 
one-neſs, and all the elect hall; be brought 
through rich grace, into the ſame one · neſs that 


fabliſts between the two glorious heads of the co- 
venant, 
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venant, viz, the Father, on offended juſtice's 
art, propoſing conditions of peace, and entering 
into engagements to bleſs his people with all grace 


and glory—and the Son, on the part of fallen 


man, engaging to give full ſatisfaction to injured 
juſtice, and fill up all the breaches of the broken 
law; hence Chriſt is ſaid to be the Mediator of 
a better covenant (than the old), and the Father 
is ſaid to be well pleaſed in him; and this is the 
one· neſs that is ſpoken of in John xvii. 21. 22, 23, 
in which Chriſt prays that his people may be all 
one, as the Father and he are one; and though 
it here only reſpects the covenant one-neſs, yet it 


bears a great reſemblance to the one-nels in the 


adorable Godhead, for they ſhall all be united 
Iv the one God in the perſon of Chriſt ; they 

all all drink into one Spirit of truth, of love, 
and of holineſs ; they ſhall all be but one body 
of Chriſt, and ſhall be but one ſpiricual houſe and 
habicatioh of God through the Spirit; and this 
one- neſs which our Lord prayed for in behalf of 
his people, ſhall be one ade and eternal 
one-neſs, in one conformity to, and in one enjoy- 


ment of, the adorable God; Father, Son, and 


Holy Ghoſt. This is the one-neſs intended in 
John xvii. but the one-neſs couched in John v. 7. 
is that eſſential one-neſs which eternally ſubſiſted 
in the one adorable Godhead. But you, Sir, have 


denied this divine truth, and have abſolutely di- 


veſted the text, yea even the whole Bible of its 
intrinſic glory and beauty; and as if this was not 
enough, you inſinuate in your Scripture Suffici- 
ency, &c. that it is not authentic; and indeed, 
Sir, it matters not what becomes of the ſhell if 
the kernel is gone. You ſay, That 1 John v. 7. 
* is judged by many, and ſome Trinitarians too, 
% not to be found originally in the text:“ allow 
me, Sir, to ſay that your oppoſition to the truth 
is very glaring, in that you deny that truth which 
diſtinguiſheth Trinitarians, while you agree with 
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ſuch of them as will countenance you in queſtion- 

ing the validity of the verſe ; but the divinity of 
the text is contained in its own boſom, for if the 
riches treaſured up in that verſe, be the ſame that 
is found in the Bible, then it muſt be of the ſame 
original, but it ſpeaks of the ſame Father, the 
ſame Word, and the ſame Holy Ghoſt, which is 
the ſum of the ſcripture doctrine of Deity ; there- 
fore the text is of the ſame authority, and the 
very mode of ſpeech uſed in it, fathers it on the 
apoſtle John. Again, if the apoſtle reaſons in the 
gth verſe from what is ſaid in the 7th, then it is 

of equal validity with the gth; but the apoſtle 
doth reaſon from it, for it is in the 7th verſe that 
he fully ſpeaks of the witneſs or record of God ; 
therefore the 7th verſe is, and mult be of the ſame 
original with the 8th, gth, 10th, and 11th verſes 

becauſe they are inſeparably connected, and muſt 
ſtand or fall together. And I might add for fur- 
ther proof of its authenticity, the grand ſcope of 
it, for the ſtrengthening the faith and comforting 
the hearts of God's choſen, by aſſuring them that 
the glorious three perſons are ſtill engaged in car- 
Tying on the great work of our falvation, and 
bearing their joint teſtimony to the truth of all 
the glorious doctrines, contained in the ſcriptures : 
therefore we care not what men ſay againſt them, 
feeing the ſame God who revealed them from hea- 
ven, ſtill bears record to them in heaven: and 
what unſpeakable comfort is it to believers in ge- 
neral, and to poor ſelf-condemned and forely di- 
ſtreſſed fouls in particular, who are made of no 
account among men, and no account taken of 
by men; but, I ſay, what a ground of rejoicing 
is it to them, when they are enabled to believe 
that the eternal God regards them.—The Father 
bears his record concerning them as the objects of 
his eternal choice and everlaſting love, the Son 
bearing his record for them as the purchaſe of his 
precious blood, and the Holy Ghoft bearing ” 
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hall all be unfolded at the 


L wind, or ſoul of man. » 
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record for them as being the ſubjects of his effi- 
cacious grace, and alſo bearing record of all done 
for and ſt them as the people of God, and 
all done by them as the followers" of Chrift, which 
eral appearance, 
before the judgment ſeat of the great God, even 
our- Saviour Aims Chriſt, Matt. xxv. This was 


2 Ach os port, When he was greatly afflicted, 
"Rubs by his friends. Job xvi. 19. 
40 — my witneſs is in heaven, and my record is 


on hixgh, See alſo —_ Xix,—xxv. This, with 
what has been ſaid, (I humbly think) fully proves 


that the three mentioned in 1 John v. 7. are the 


very Us mentioned in Gen. i. 29. therefore your 
anſwer to the contrary is abfolutely fallacious. 
page 4, you ay, 12 Sending doth not always 


peaking. 
12 if it is a proper perſon that is fent, it 
always implies ſomething ſynonymous to ſpeaking, 
but the Ghoſt is a diſtin and proper per- 


ſon, as the ſcripture declares, theteſote a ſending 
the Holy Ghoſt does always imply fpeaking. 


You add, No body hath any idea how the 


« Father's own Spirit can be another perſon di- 
« ſtin& from himlelf.” ?“ 

Reply.—Our ideas ought to be formed by the 
ſcripture, and not the meaning of the ſcripture by 
our ideas, for this is the origin of all error. The 
Father ſendin 115 his own Spirit, in your ſenſe, is 
ſending himſelf, which is more contrary to our 
ideas * the common uſe of ſpeech, than that 
his Spirit ſhould be another perſon diſtinct from 
himſelf, which is what the ſcripture declares ; fo 
that your doctrine is both contrary to our ideas 
and to the oracles of God. 

„ You e The text you cite is "working to 
, for b the breath, wind, or ſpirit, 
* ot guar 'the Loy Ghoſt, but the breath, 
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Reply. The text means not dead bodies, but 
ſouls dead in fin, and is. the ſubject breathed on, 
and therefore cannot be, the breath ſpoken to; 
and if the Holy Ghoſt is any where ſpoken of 
under. the metaphor of breath or wind, as the 
great efficient in the raiſing dead. ſouls to ſpiritual 
life, then he is the perſon, ſpoken, to in the text; 
but the Holy Ghoſt is the ſovereigu agent in con- 
verſion work, and is ſpoken; of under the meta- 
phor of wind. See Cant. iv. 16. John iii. g. there - 
fore the Holy Spirit is che wind or breath ſpoken 
to in Ezekiel xxxvii. 9. and his immenſity. is im- 
plied in his coming from the four quarters .or . 
winds, which cannot be ſaid of, or attributed to 
the human ſoul, which being only finite cannot 
be in all places at once, but. muſt neceſſarily be 
reſtricted to one place at a time; whereas the 
Holy Ghoſt is in the eaſt, weſt, north, and ſouth 
at one and the ſame time, Pſal. cxxxix. 7. and 
thus it appears, that all your anſwers are founded 
upon a wrong interpretation of the ſcriptures. _ 

Page 6, you ſay, Seeing there is but one Je- 
<< hovah, I conceive that you mult either deny 
« Jehovah to be the living God, or make his. 
«« Spirit a mere created agent, or allow with us 
<« that the Holy Spirit is Jehovah's eſſential lite 
« and power of action,” 255 

Reply. Lour conceiving in this is as badly 
founded as in many other things, and if you did 
not conceive. wrong concerning Jehovah, you 
would not conceive thus of US : we acknowledge 
that Jehovah is the one living God, and in this 
one adorable God there are three perſons, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, according 
to God's own declaration of himſelf in the ſcrip- 
tures. . There is nothing in the Godhead but what 
is eſſential to the Godhead; bur the Bible tells. us 
that there are a plurality of perſons in the, one 
God, Gen. i. 26. chap. iii. 22. The Lord * ſaid, 
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bebold the man is become as one of US, Ta. vi. 8. 
and many other places; therefore a plurality of 
perſons is eſſential to the inconceivable Godhead, 
and to deny it. is abſolutely a flat contradiction to 
the Bible, and is in effect denying the living God. 
Your definition of the Spirit of God 1s abſolutely 
unintelligible, and what you have neither ex- 
plained or proved ; and yet on this you build all 
your arguments: but as your definition is ground- 
leſs, ſo your arguments are only like caſtles built 
in the air. We allow that power in any ſpirit is 
its eſſential capacity of acting, and action is the 
exertion of that capacity; but will common ſenſe 
Call this the ſpirit of a ſpirit, which is only a pro- 
perty belonging to a ſpirit? According to your 
ſtrange way X reaſoning, a ſpirit would have as 
many ſpirits as it has properties belonging to it; 
we know that the ſpirit of! a man is his ſoul, ho 
knows its own feelings, and of the body in union 
with it, which. conſtitutes the man; his foul or 
ſpirit is diſtinguiſhed from the body, but it can- 
hot be, diſtinguiſhed from itſelf : ſuch a definition 
is abſolutely inconceivable, even in reſpect to finite 
created ſpirits, but how much more in reſpect to 
the infinitely great and eternal God, the creator of 
all ſpirits, who is all perfection, and is not to be 
defined by what you call the eſſential life and power 
of action, being in the abſtract all life, all power, 
and every other perfection; ſo that your definition 
of God is altogether unſuitable and abſurd. 
Again, in the. ſame page, you ſay, If the 
“ Holy Spirit be a perſon diſtinct from the Fa- 
“ ther, he ought, as ſuch to have diſtinct honour 
“ given him, as well as the Father and Chriſt, 
e but I find no one inſtance of it in all the ſcrip- 
e tures, Obſerve the following texts, Matt. xxiv. 


„ I a R202 
* Reply. Sir, how do you know that in the texts 
you have quoted, the Holy Ghoſt is not honoured 
as well as the Father and Son ? If the Holy —_ 
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be with the Father, and the Son, the one living 
God, then he is in theſe texts honoured as well as 
they ; but we have before proved that the Holy 
Ghoſt is with the Father and the Son, the one 
only hing and true God, therefore we do or 
ſhould in theſe texts give honour to the Holy 
Ghoſt as well as to the Father and the Son : we 
may {ee that the apoſtles conclude moſt of their 
epiſtles with, The grace of our Lord Feſus Chrift 
be with you: or to that purpoſe, 1 Cor. xvi. 23. 
Gal. vi. 18, &c. now Mut any one from this, 
aſſert that honour and glory is not given to the 
Father, but to Chrift only ? 'This would certainly 
be judged very weak, if not very wicked reaſoning, 
and, yet it may be dore with as good a grace as 
the above inſtance, for as the Holy Ghoſt is not 
mentioned in the texts you have cited, neither is the 
Father ſpoken of in the texts now appealed to 
but if you ſay that when Chriſt and his grace is 
honoured, the Father and his grace is alſo ho- 
noured, although he is not mentioned, becauſe 
the Father is always in and with his. Chriſt; ſo 
alſo 1 ſay, that whenever the Father and the Son 
are honoured, the Holy Ghoſt is alſo honoured, 
becauſe he is always with and in the Father and 
the Son.— But though the Holy Ghoſt is not ex- 
preſsly mentioned a3 honoured in theſe texts, is 
he no where elſe in ſcripture diſtinctiy hoaoured ? 
Unto what then was you baptiſed? Are we nor 
taught and called upon by and in this ordinance, 
to give honour and glory diſtintly to each, viz. 
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, rhe ſa- 
cred three, the one adorable God, in whole name 
and grace we are baptiſed? How then can you fo 
boldly aſſert, that there is not one inſtance in all 
the ſcripture of it, when we (if we know what 
we are doing) ſolemnly. acknowledge it on the very 
entrance to the Chriſtian profeſſion? And your 
aboye aſſertion evidently ſhews that you _ hoe 
uy 
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cy C—— the ſcriptures and found your hy- 
po upon ſome texts, without conſidering their 
connection with other ſcriptures. 

Page 7th, To the following objection, viz. 
The Spirit of an angel cannot be diſtinguiſhed 
from an becauſe they are all ſpirit. 
You anſwer, © Doth not the ſcripture ſometimes 
* make that diſtinftion, There was in the ſynagogue 
« A man who had a ſpirit of an unclean devil, Luke 
& iv. 33. Rev. xvi. 14. They are the ſpirits of 
devilz, therefore it is not improper to conceive 
« and of the ſpirit of a ſpirit, and what 
can that be but his eſſential life and power of 
Action, which if good excites and urges power- 
fully to good, and if evil, to that which is 
* e | 

Reply. Theſe texts are either to be underſtood 
in an improper, or proper ſenſe; in the former we 
are to conceive of them as in the common made 
of ſpeech; that is, ſuch an one has the ſpirit of 
his Father, or ſuch an one has the ſpirit of the 
devit; the meaning is, the one has the very tem- 
per and diſpoſition of his father, the other the 
very temper and diſpoſition of the devil, which is 
the cafe of all men by nature, proud, implacable, 
&c. in a ſenſe, in which I think it ought 
to be underftood, then the meaning is, that they 
were diſtinct and proper ſpirits ; for what is called 
in Luke tv. 33. the ſpirit of an unclean devil, is 
in ver. 35. expreſsly faid to be the devil; and in 
Mark v. 2. it is called an unclean fpirit, which in 
the ſame chapter, ver. 9. is called a legion, which 
poſſeſſed one man, and in the 12th ver. called de- 
vils; ſo that the fpirit of a devil meam nothing 
ele but a real devil, therefore the texts you cite 
are nothing to your purpoſe, as they ſpeak not of 
your unintelligible diſtinction, but of * 4g ſpi- 
rits which may be diſtinguiſhed from each other, 
but not any of them can be diſtinguiſhed from 


itſelf; and as to the effect of ſuch, you juſtly ſay, 
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that if evil they excite: to evil, - "Gin me leave, 
to ſay, that as you, Sir, are engaged, in an evil 
work, you are now under the inſſuence of an evil 
ſpirit, tor, no good ſpirit will ever derogate from 
the glory of Chriſt, and veartily pray that he 
may deliver you. 

Page 8th, you fay, ** -Haw could. the Spirit be 
« given to Chriſt, or to what end was he given 
* to him if Chriſt himſelf was every way equal, 
e both to the giver and the gift. Do we reaſon 
& like men, or faith not the ae che very 
„fame things? 

Reply. The ſcripture ſpeak many things which 
you flatly deny and ſpeak againſt, therefore your 
reaſonings are like thoſe of men who oppoſe, what 
they know not, ſo you. oppoſe the tcripture doc- 
trine of the trinity becauſe. you cannot cmpprehend 
it but although it is infinitely above my ſhallow 
conceptions, yet I hold it for a truth, on a ſimilar 
ground to that of a child, who is ſurg, that this, or 
that, is true for no other reaſun but becauſe his 
father ſaid fo, and through rich grace I am fully 
aſſured that che trinity in unity of, the Godhead 
is an eternal truth, Which I firmly. .beheye. and 
humbly. adore, even ypon the alone authority of 
my bleſſed heavenly Father's word, , without run- 
ning myſelf into an inextricable maze, by pre- 
ſumptuouſly enquiring how can theſe things be? 
I have alteady proved, that God has. in the ſcrip- 
ture declared this grand truth, and through your 
impugning it, I ſhall again oppoſe his teſtimony 
to all your reaſonings—:falſel ſo. called. As to 
your impertinent queſtion above, it atiſes from 
your nat knowing. or that you will not know, in 
what ſenſe and for what end the Spirit was given 
to Chriſi 3 but as this comes under another part 
of vour anſwers; I paſs it at preſent with only ob- 
ſerving. that as the Spirit is ſent from the Father 
to * he is therefore as certainly and properly 

a 2 perſon 
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a perſon diſtin fram the Father as he is from 
the Son. e VIC ung? 
Page 9, you ſay, © The Father is never ſaid 
to be of the Spirit, but the Spirit is always ſaid 
6 be of the Father.” "fi "AP 
Reply. As.] ſaid in effect before, ſo I ſay again, 
that we haye gone infinitely beyond our line, for 
if the queſtion was put to us, What is his name, 
and what is his Son's name, if thou can'ſt tell ? 
Muſt we not be eternally ſpeechleſs, being abſo- 
lutely unable to reſolve this moſt re. queſ- 
tion? What you have here ſaid, we deny not in 
the ſcripture ſenſe of the words, but your defini- 
tion of the Spirit of God averthrows the true 
meaning of it, for if eſſential life and power of 
action is the Spirit of the Father, then there is 
nothing in the Father but what is the effect of 
eſſential life and power of action; ſo 
to. your definition, the Father is more properly 0 
the Spirit, than the Spitit is of thie Father. This, 
T humbly think you muſt grant, or rather that eſ- 
ential life and power of action is the Father him- 
If, but where then is the Spirit of the Father ? 
Thus you may ſee, Sir, that by the Spirit of the 
Father, we muſt either underſtand the Father him- 
ſelf identically, or one diſtin& from himſelf; if 
the former, then it is only the Father that ſends 
himſelf to the Son, and the Son ſends him to 
his people; for thus we read John xvi. 7. If I go 
wot away the Comforter will not come unto you, but 
if I depart I will ſend him unto you. So that ac- 
cording to Jour definition, the Father not only 
fends himſelf, but he is alſo ſent by the Son. Thus 
you may ſee that your doctrine leads to ſtrange 
ablurdities and palpable contradictions; we in- 
deed believe, that the Spirit is one in eſſence with 
the Father and the Son, but this is not the thing 
implied when he is called the Spirit of the Father 
and of the Son, it only means that he is ſent b 
the Father and the Son, and therefore à diſti 
= perſon 
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perſon both from the Father and the Son, which 
oe yoo n 
112 . 9D, ] further obſerve that eſſential 

c. are not in the ſame ſenſe to be aſerib- 
« 235 to the Father, Son, and Spirit, nor as E 
three diſtinct perſons. - 

Reply.—You deal ſomethin A to the 
Sadducees, who oppoſed the doctrine of the reſur· 
reftion, with thei imagined difficulty reſpecting 
the woman that had ſeven huſbangs, which our 
Lord declares was owing to their not knowiny 
the ſcriptures; ſo you . the doctrine of 
trinity of perſbns 5 the Godhead wich your un- 
couth Sfhirion of the Holy Spirit, which has no 
foundation either in reafon or ſcripture, but as it 
is a divine truth thar theſe glorious thtee are not 
only three perſons, but are of one and as 
fame undivided effence ; fo that all that is 
ro the divine eſſence, are in the fame ens te be 
afcribed to the Son and Spirit, as unto the Fathe 
therefore what you fen $ antiſcriptural, and 7 : 
aße of unbelief. 

Ky _ «© The ſcriptures you have cited 

* not fay it 7 v. 21. is expounded by ve 

4 26. for uu fat the Father, who hath life in 
« himfelf, hath given to the Son to have life in 
4 himſelf. Therefore th= text declares, that the 
Father hath it in himfelf originally without de- 
&« rivation, the Son not. Secandly. The Father 
gave it to the Son who receive it from him, 
and will any reaſonable man preſume to ſay that 
ce the Son a received life from the Father, hath 
that life in himſelf inherently and independently 


as the Father hath jt?” 


Reply.— Tou think that I have mifapplied the 
texts, and your thought in this is owing to your 
miſunderſtanding of the ſcope and doctrine con- 
2 in them. The text in John v. 26. ſpeaks 

wy of of the Father giving life to Chriſt in a 
way. 


giving a perſonal exiſtence to him, which 


"Fd 
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ſeems to be your meaning in the text, and view 
Chriſt as a mere created being, which is exprefsly 
contrary to every text of ſcripture, as well as this, 
And it plainly appears even in this chapter, that 
the Father and Son were two diſtinct ons an- 
tecedent to the gift of life; for in ſtrift propri 
of ſpeech receiving a gift is a perſonal act, as wel 
as giving ; and as the gift of life was given by the 
Father, and received by the Son before the world 
began, therefore they are not only two diſtin 
perſons, but co-eternal and co-equal in all perfec- 
tions, and to ſpeak in your own terms, eſſential 
life and power of action belongs to the Son as well 
as the Father. This is an infallible truth, and 
fully deducible from the text. And in this chap- 
ter, the Son is viewed and ſpoke of in his media- 
torial office; and the meaning of verſe 26, is, 
that the Father has given a fulneſs of life to the 
Son, and the right of beſtowing life, natural, ſpi- 
ritual, and eternal, John i. pins * Bim woas life, and 
the life was the light of men. See alſo verſe 16. 

This appears, Matt. xxviii. 18. Al! power is 
given unto me in beaven and in earth. By power 
here, we are not to underſtand, power of Bier, 
but it is meant a right of exerciſing power and 
authority to the carrying on and compleating his 
mediatorial Kingdom; and this I humbly think is 
the true meaning of John v. 26. and all parallel 
texts, and it appears by verſe 27. And hath given 
bim authority to execute judgment alſo, becauſe be is 
. the Son of man. It is evident from this, in con- 
nection with the preceding texts, that our Lord 
ſpeaks in reference to his former engagement in 
covenanting the Father, which was, that in 
the fulneſs of time, he would aſſume human na- 
ture, and in it magnify the law, and make it ho- 
nourable; on this his engagement, the Father 
pave to him as the Son of man, to have a right in 

urnſelf to exerciſe univerſal authority, and to give 
life ro whomſoever he will, John v. 21, And * 


(28 ) 

5 6 fat from being a plea againſt his eſſential 

g xy, that it is a ſtrong evidence of it, for as om- 

piporence, omniſcience, and omhipreſence, were 
abſolutely needful for the creating, and governing 
the world, &c. and as theſe perfections are incom- 
municable, therefore in whatever capacity the Son 
creates, 'governs, redeems, or judges the world, 
his doing theſe grand and glorious works, demon- 
ſtrate that he is equal with the Father, conſidered 
as a perſon in the divine eſſence. 

You admit, that the Father's giv to the Sor 
his 8 Spirit, and giving him to have ing) in himſelf, 
are ſy nonymus terms. This is indeed true; but 
it was not given to him as a principle of life for 
him elf, but it was given to him as the head gf 
His body the church, to be a quickring Spirit, 
and a diſpenſer of life to his peo Therefore 
we conclude upon the authority o ſcripture, that 
he i in himſelf, perſonally and eſſentially conſidered, 
is the true God and eternal life, 1 John v. 20. 
So that the text is I” to the purpoſe for which 
1 Juoted . 

age 10, Anſwer 2. «© Theſe texts, aw. viii, 2, 
5 Xv. 13. 1 Cor. xii. 11. do not fay the thing that 
you are contending for. Rom. viii. 2. ſtands 
« thus: The law of the Spirit of life in Chriſt 
© Teſus. Now this law is the goſpel, called the 
ol "miniſtration of the Spirit, 2 Cor. iii. 8. but the 
ve” Spirit of life is declared to be of God, and from 
God, and the gift of God, Rev. xi. 11. Acts 
* v. 32: Therefore this Spirit is to be referred 
* to God, and not to be conſidered as another 
by: perſon, or being diſtinct from him.? 
© Reply.—All your arguments, and all the texts 
du quote, turn only php this, that becauſe the 
255 Spirit is called the Spirit of God in theſe 
exts, t erefore he is not a diſtip& perſon from 
hi, which is only your old ſtale argument 
rought up again, which has already been again 


and again refuted; and it may be as well argued, 
(as 


( 29. ). 
(as I have gd already) chat the Holy Ghoſt is 
not à diſtinct perſon. from Chriſt, becauſe he is, 
often ſaid to be the Spirit of. Chriſt, and the 15 
of Chriſt , hut all ſuch arguments are weak a 
unprofitable jangling. The goſpel is indeed called 
the miniſtration . of the Spirit, as it is made ſpirit; 
and he to our. ſouls, and as, the Holy. Spirit is 
given to thoſe that; believe the goſpel, through the, 
preaching thereof, Gal. iii. 2. But I humbly; 
think, that the goſpel is not the thing ſim ly in- 
tended in Rom. viii. 2. The apoſtle in the 7th; 
chapter is lamenting over the law of fin which he 
felt in his members; by which we.are to under- 
ſtand the powerful and forcible workings of inhe- 
rent corruption, which he felt in . himſelf, Ta; 
this he oppoſes the law of the Spirit of life in 
Chriſt Jeſus, which had made him free from the 
law of ſin and death; and what can we conceive, 
this Jaw of the Spirit of life to be, but that fulneſs 
of all life and ſtrength which is inherently in, 
Chriſt, | both as a diſtin& 7 in the divine 
eſſence, and as the head of all influence and grace 
to his people. This was that which gave the 
apoſtle comfort under all his conflicts, as expreſt 
both in the 7th and this chapter; and in a parti- 
cular manner we find him rejoicing on this ac- 
count, 2 Cor. xii. 9, 10. And be 2 unto me, My 
grace is ſufficient for thee, for my ſtrength is perfect 
in weakneſs. Moſt gladly therefore will J rather 
glary in my infirmities, that the power of Chriſt may 
reſt on me, for when I am weak, then am I ſtrong :, 
and it is evident from Rev. xi. 11. that all the, 
efficacy of the goſpel miniſtry, both in doctrines. 
and ordinances, depends upon the law of the 
Spirit of life, which is inherently in Chriſt Jeſus, . 
conſidered both perſonally and officially, having 
life depoſited in himſelf, to communicate to his 
people, according to his ſovereign pleaſure, Ep; 
ivy. 43. It is the want of this view of the 125 $ 
of Chriſt, that many of the dear children of God, 
N | >. 0 
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brought to, and kept in grea 
y obſerve, 


t heavineſs; 
that a ſoul convinced of it s 
brought to reſt on on Crit for r rightcoul 
fication ; 
= ſtrength 14 f Tunes in es. 
nding it to their wiſh, they ate 
1 * diſtreſs, and are ready to con- 
have no part in Chriſt. And this 
experience, that it is not all the 
"Sd, 1, chat will bring the ſoul to 
Anne till led by the Holy Spirit to 
in that inexhauſtible fullneſs of — life 
and truth, which is perſonally in Chriſt Jeſus ; 
and allow me humbly to ſay, that this very text 
Rom. vill. 2. was made of uſe to bring me out of 
bondage. Before this, I was in great diſtreſs, be- 
cauſe I found not that principle of life in me that 
was ſufficient to overcome the evil corruptions of 
why heare, the Lord was pleaſed to ſhew me from 
this text, that I had not only a fullneſs of righ- 
teouſneſs to my 7 but that 1 had in 
him a fullneſs of all ſtrength and grace to my 
ſanctification and perſevering unto 7 life; 
ſince that precious ſeaſon, thanks be to ſovereign 
free grace, although I ſtill have reaſon to lament 
over a body of corruptions, and a law of fin in 
my members, yet not with that flaviſh and deſpair- 
ing fears as formerly. But now, though I am till 
in myſelf weak, . in the Lord I am ftrong, and 
am ſomething like a man that carries on trade 
with — man's ftock ; that is, I want to pray, 
read, 4K fight, deny m ſelf, and all things in 
the grace and ſtrength that is in Chriſt ; and it 
lights and rejoices — that 1 am not called 
to do any thing in the Chriſtian warfare in my 
own fttength with Timothy, called to be 


RS in his own) but in che grace that 1 


ir, ths view 1 live” of the tas, 
chu Jeſus kan ll elem) life, grace d 
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(3 ) 
£ternally inherent in him; therefore the text ful 
proves what I cited it for, even toſche conviction 
every thinking reader... 141 
- Page fith, you tell us, That the defipn of 
the apoſtle, 1 Cor. xii. is to guard againſt Being 
© im on by every pretender to the Spirit, 
« and to help them tb diſtingtüſm between the 
« Spirit of truth and the fpfrſt of ertor; this is 
< evident from verſe gd, &.xxũ © 
Reply. Should you conceive this to be the 
whole deſign of the apoſtle, you muſt allow me 
to ſay, that you come greatly ſhort of it, for it is 
ſelf· evident through the whole of the chapter, that 
the ſcope of it is to promote amity and unity, 
among them as the body of Chriſt. The church 
of Corinth was greatly enriched with divetſity of 
ifts, and it was then as it is too much now, thoſe 
who were greatly endowed, were ready to look 
with contempt upon thoſe who were not a e 
gifted as themſelves, while on the other hand, th 
who were but weak in gifts, were ready to envy - 
thoſe who poſſeſt larger meafures, and thereby 
ſchiſm and contention was raifed amongſt them; 
to remove this, the apoſtle reminds them firſt in 
the 2d verſe what they had been, and then gives 
them to underſtand, that as none of thetn now 
_ Jefus —_ Sort they were 2 
ers e Spirit; and by the way, tho 
IE the deity of Chriſt, e be Peaking 
by the Spirit of God, for this would be contrary 
to the teſtimony he has given again and again in 
the ſcriptures concerning this grand truth; but as 
no man in that church did ſpeak thus of Chriſt, 
ſo no man did fay that Jeſus is the Lord, but by 
the Holy Ghoſt; and then he ſhows them, that 
— there was diverſity of gifts amon 
yet 3 influenced them all, and though 
giverficy of adminiſtrations, but the fame Lordi, 
and difference or diverſity of Jos, but it is 
de fame God that worketh all in all; and addy 
If in 


oft them, 


( 32 ) 
in verſe 2th, but a n the Spirit is 
ven to every man (yiz. eve ving man) to 
a that is, both hind ſlf and: 3 
and ſhews, that whatever diyerſity there was a- 
mongſt them as to different degrees of gifts, yet 
all theſe, worketh the ſelf-ſame Spirit, dividing to 
every, man ſeverally as he will, and illuſtrates nm 
one-neſs from the natural body, which, though it 
conſiſts of many members, yet it is but one body, 
ſo alſo is. Chriſt. For he adds, verſe 13, For by 
one Spirit, wwe are all baptized into one body, and 
bave been all made 10 drink into one Spirit; from 
this, to the end of the chapter, he exemplifies 
that fervent love, condeſcenſion, and joint acti 
one for the good of another; this, I ſay, he illul- 
trates by the harmony in the human body, by the 
various members mutually performing their office, 
according to their reſpective places in the body. 
This, I ſay, is the grand fcope, and O that it were 
more obſerved in all the churches of the ſaints ! 
but the queſtion is, Who is the efficient of all 
theſe works in the ſaints? And it is beyond all 
controverſy, that every divine operation 1s from 
the one eternal God, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt; and . they are ſometimes attributed 
to the Father, John vi. 44. ſometimes to the Son, 
John v. 21. yet as the Holy Ghoſt acts as from 
the Father, and alſo as from the Son, therefore the 
Holy Ghoſt is the great efficient in the application 
of all gifts and graces to the church and Err | 
of God, and he is the gloriqus perſon ſpoken of 
under three different appellations, viz. in the 4th 
verſe he is called the Spirit; in the 5th the Lord 
in the 6th called God; and that this is one and the 
ſame perſon, is evident from the 7th to _ 13th 
verſe, where the apoſtle particularizes the diverſity 
of gifts, adminiſtrations, and operations; they are 
all attributed to one and the ſame Spirit, as hi 
ſpecial; work: verſe 11. Now all theſe wor ketl 
that ent and the ſelf-/ame Spirit , dividing to every 
man 


( 33 ). 

nan ſeugrally as he will. In this verſe we_have 
not only A whole aſcribed to the 8 ei, Po 
the Spirit ſpoken of under the perſonal pronoun 
he, and by the ſovereign. perſonal act, as he will. 
Thus it is ſelf-evident, that the Spirit 1s a diſtin 

rſon from the Father and the Son, and that he 
is the identical glorious perſon that worketh all 
theſe diverſities of operations, &c. that the church 
are graciouſly favoured with; fo that ] think it 
would be an affront to a common underſtand- 
ing to ſay any more in proof of it. | 
Page 13. you ſay, The ſcriptures are perverted, 
* jn order to ſupport a ſelf- contradictory and un- 
« ſcriptural hypotheſis, generated in the dark days 
« of Arius and Athanaſius, and afterwards nurſed 
« up by the Roman apoſtacy, and ſince handed 
* down to us by tradition from our Fathers.“ 

Reply.—I truſt I would not receive any thing 
for truth upon the authority even of good men, 
neither would I reject any truth becauſe it is held 
by bad men; therefore I am far from denying the 
doctrine of the trinity in unity of the Godhead, 
becauſe, held by the church of Rome, for in this 
matter they have not ſo much apoſtatized as you 
have. You tell us it was generated in the dark 
days of Arius and Athanaſius, but what were A. 
rius's tenets? he acknowledged a trinity; ſo far 
he and Athana/tus agreed; he denied the co-equa- 
lity of the Son and Spirit to the Father; Athang/tys 
ſtrenuouſly maintained both. Now, Sir, you deny a 
trinity of perſons in the Godhead ; in this you differ 
from them both, and only agree with Sabellus, 
who aſſerts but one perſon in deiry. With what 
face then, Sir, can you deny yourſelf to be a 
Sabellian ? Arigs denied the co-equality of the Son 
with the Father; and is not this the very doctrine 
that you in your writing and preaching zealouſly 
propagate and maintain? Are you not then ſtrictly 
an, Arian in robbing Chriſt of his eſſential glory ? 
How you can deny ed with him in his 8 

, | ric 


, Tb 


. trinity into contempt, by prejudicing the minds 


. 
tical principles, is moſt amazing, and how ſhame- 
ful is your inſinuation, that Arius had a hand in 
generating the doctrine of the trinity in unity of 
the glorious perſons in the one adorable Godhead, 
when you muſt know that he was directly oppoſed 
to it. I have often thought that it was an evidence 
of your great weaknels, in that you fronted your 
book, intitled, Divine Revelation, &c. with a ca- 
talogue of the names of great men, who you own 


| were all ſtaunch Trinitarians, and only mention 


two, viz. Arius and Sabellius, who differed from 
them, and with whom you agree as above. How- 
ever, I did look upon it as an inſtance of your 
honeſty, in that you furniſhed us with ſufficient 
evidence that you had not the ſuffrages of the an- 
cient fathers for ſupport of your heretical tenets ; 
but do you not now both contradict yourſelf and 
all eccleſiaſtical hiſtory, which informs us, that 
though there were ſome few particular perſons that 
cavilled at the doctrine of the trinity and unity of 


the adorable Godhead, yet it was univerſally re- 


ceived by the church of Chriſt, till the days of 
Arius, whoſe hereſy ſo ſpread and prevailed as to 
obtain the ſanction of the Roman emperor, and 
thereby brought a great perſecution upon the 
church of Chriſt, who could not embrace theſe 
unſcriptural and Anti-chriſtian tenets. This, Sir, 
you certainly well know, as you are undoubtedly 
well acquainted with church hiſtory ; therefore 
your aſſerting that the doctrine of the trinity, (whe- 
ther true or falſe) was not embraced by the church, 


till the days of Arius, muſt be contrary to your 


knowledge of hiſtory, and a great impoſition upon 
your readers, and even makes me now ſomewhat 
to ſuſpect your honeſty, for your fathering the 
doctrine of the trinity upon Arias, the church of 


Rome, &c. ſeems to be done with no other deſign 


than to bring the glorious doctrine of the holy 


of the weak, through your falſe repreſentations, 
f while 


( 35. ) | 
while in fact your own tenets were indeed gene- 
rated in the dark days of Arius and Sabellius, and 
now revived by you, Sir, to the great diſhonour 
of God, the perverting the minds cf the ſimple, 
and diſtreſſing the hearts of the godly ; and your 
differing from Arius in your denying a trinity of 
perſons, and from Sabe:lius, in your holding the 
diſtinct perſonality of the Son, will not aggrandize 


you as the head of a new ſect, for all the errors 


that they hold concerning deity, are maintained 
by you, and as you join with Socinius in viewing 
Chriſt in his proper perſon to be only human, it 
is evident that the errors of all theſe three reſpect- 
ing the one only living and eternal God, do center 
in you. May the Lord deliver you from them all, 
and bring you to the acknowledgment of the 
ſcripture doctrine of the trinity and unity of per- 
ſons in the one adorable Godhead, which was the 
faith of the Antedeluvians, the Patriarchs, Jewiſh 
and Chriſtian fathers. See Gen. i. 2, and 26. com- 
pared with Jude 14. Iſa. xIviii. 16. 2 Cor. xiii. 14. 

Page 14. you fay, © How does Mr. Weir 
„ know that one ſingle man is not two or three 


„ perſons, if your ſyſtem is true, I think he muſt 


« beſo; for it is certain that God created man 
„ in his own image; if God therefore be three 
« perſons, why not man alſo ?” | 

Reply.—If this proves any thing it proves toa 


much, viz. that God is nothing but juſt what 


man is, if God's creating man in his own image 
implies a creating him in every reſpect like himſclf, 
then man mult be infinite, omniſcient, omnipotent, 
&c. but becauſe I find not theſe things in man, 


are there therefore no ſuch perfections in God? 


but if you admit that there may be thoſe perfec- 
tions in God, and yet that man is made in, the 
image of God, though not poſſeſt of them, then 
it neceſſarily follows that there may be three per- 
ſons in deity, and yet man be but one perfon, 
for man was not, gor could not be created in all 
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things like to God, and therefore your queſtion 
ſavours more of oppoſition and want of argument 
than of good reaſon; and as all that you have ſaid 
in this and the three following pages is of the ſame 
quality, I do not think it worthy of notice. 

Pages 17 and 18, you cite a great many ſcrip- 
tures, which in their true import we believe and 
highly regard, but as you produce them to oppoſe 
the ſcripture doctrine of the trinity, we therefore 
cannot look upon your conduct but as a perverting 
the ſacred text. 

I ſhall only obſerve what you ſay, page 17, 
* Jehovah, by his almighty Spirit worketh all 
« things, and becauſe the Spirit is eſſential to his 
„being, and included in his perſon, therefore 
Wall the works of his Spirit are properly aſcribed 
* to Jehovah, but it is not therefore proper to 
* ſay, that Jehovah ſends himſelf, or that the 
« Spirit ſent is another perſon, for it is the divine 
being himſelf that ſends, and it is his own Spi- 
* rit, and not another, that is ſent by him.” 

Reply.—The whole ſentence is full of intricacy, 
and flows from your unſcriptural ideas of the Spirit 
of God; your ſaying it is the divine being himſelf 
that ſends, and that it is his own Spirit that is ſent 
by him, is ſaying nothing at all in the true mean- 
ing of it, but that he ſends himſelf; but you ſay 
it is not proper to ſay Jehovah ſends himſelf, and 
I fay ſo too; bur if it be as you ſay, that Jehovah 
and his Spirit i 1s one and the ſame perſon, and that 
he ſends his Spirit, then in fact he ſends himſelf, 
and why not proper to ſay that, if it be a ruth ; | 
but the impropriety lies in the falſity and abſurdity 
of it; it 1s abſurd, becauſe it ſuppoſes that there 
are either two Spirits in the one perſon of the Fa- 
ther, or that there is ſomething in Jehovah the 
Father diſtinct from his Spirit. Again, it is falſe 
becauſe it is contrary to the word of truth, which 
declares three perſons in deity by perſonal appella- 


tions and perſonal operations, repeatedly and nu - 
merically 


* 


( 30 ) 
merically expreſt, as has been before cited, there- 
fore the Spirit is a diſtin& perſon from the Father 
in the one undivided eſſence. 

Page 19, you are pleaſed to ſay, That accord- 
* ing to Mr. Weir's reaſoning, when diſtinct 
% names and diſtinct operations are mentioned 
ein ſcripture, he ſcems to think that they muſt 
<* always mean as many diſtinct perſons.” 

Reply.—l deſire always to view and ſpeak of 
things juſt as they are recorded in the holy ſcrip- 
tures; and where three or more things or perſons 
are named together, I verily think that they are 
ſo many diſtinct things or perſons. So when I 
read Matt. xx viii. 19. Baptizing them in the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft. 
I do indeed believe that in this verſe three diſtinct 

rſons are mentioned, and when I read 1 John 

. There are three that bear record in beaven, the 
1 the Word, and the Holy Ghoſt. In this text 
alſo, I clearly fee expreſt, that there are three, 
and no more nor no leſs than three, both numeri- 
cally and nominally expreſt, if words have od 
meaning at all. 

Again, John xvi. 13. When be, the Spirit of 
truth is come, he will guide you into all truth, for be 
ſhall not ſpeak of himſelf, but whatſoever he ſhall 
bear thai ſhall he ſpeak, and he will ſhew. you things 
to come. In this verſe, I verily believe that there 
is one and but one perſon ſpoken of, which is 
expreſsly called the Spirit of truth, and * 
cally ſpoken of ſeven times in this one verſe, 
the perſonal pronoun He, and Himſelf, hich 
evidently diſtinguiſhes him from the perſons of 
the Father and of the Son. But as you deny the 
perſonality of the Spirit, then according to your 
doctrine, there is no perſon at all ſpoken of in the 
text. But thoſe who can receive your arguing 
as good reaſon and divinity, are fit diſciples for 
* pope of Rome. 
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Page 23d. Anſwer 1. That God created all 
&* things by his own Son, the ſcriptures frequently 
declare, and that in the moſt plain and expreſs 
% terms, neither is Chriſt, God's firſt-born Son, 
© to be ranked among the creatures, for he was 
& begotten of God before his works of old, by 
* whom allo God created all things as the ſcrip- 
e ture witneſſeth. It you do not believe what the 
„ {cripture teſtifies of Chriſt, I am ſorry for it, 
% however, for the ſake of them that do. I re- 
„ fer to the following plain texts, John 1. 1, 2. 
« x Cor. vin. 6. Col. i. 15, 16. Heb. i. 2. Now 
« in theſe ſcriptures it is manifeſt two perſons are 
« diſtinctly mentioned, and one of them is de- 
« clared to be greater than the other, &c. and the 
greater is all along called God abſolutely, or 
© God the Father, and the other is called the 
„Word and Son, and Image of God.“ | 
Reply.—Irt is eaſy to obſerve that you intend no 
benefit to me, however, I can aſſure you, that 
your good 1s one grand end of my writing, and I 
eartily pray that God may give you true faith in 
Jeſus to the ſaving of your ſoul. You juſtly ob- 
ſerve, that Chriſt may not be ranked among the 
creatures, and (I wiſh Mr. Elliot were not guilty 
of it.) | 
You add, For he was begotten of God be- 
& fore his works of old.” The ſcripture does 
indeed call Chriſt the only begotten Son of God, 
which ſome apply to his perſonality in the God- 
head; and all ſuch do maintain the co-equality 
of the Son with the Father, being of the ſame 
eſſence, and poſſeſt of the ſame perfections. If 
this were your meaning, we ſhould not dif: 
neither would you preach nor write as you do. 
You ſay in the texts which you have cited, that 
two perſons are mentioned, and the one is declared 
to be greater than the other. The one is John i. 1, 2. 
In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was 
with God, and the Word was God, Is the 8 
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| all Here called God, and is not the Word alſo called 
ntly God? then we ſee there is no diſparity, except 
preſs you will aſſert that there is a ſuperior and an infe- 
Son, rior God, but we believe according to the ſcrip- 
was ture, and the true ſenſe of this text, that each of 
by theſe glorious perſons are poſſeſt of a one-neſs in 
'T1IP- perfection, a one-neſs in Godhead and in eſſence. 
the Verſe 2, The ſame was in the beginning with God. 
Ft, And in verſe 3, it is ſaid, That all things were 
re- made by him, and without bim was not any thing 
Is . made that was made. And this is mentioned as a 
Now full evidence of his deity, for he that made all 
are things cannot himſelf be made; and therefore 
de- there is no degree of inferiority implied in this 
the text. Your ſecond text is 1 Cor. viii. 6. But 10 us 
1 there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all 
the things, and we in him, and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 


by whom are all things, and we by him. 

The deſign of the apoſtle in this text is not to 
oppole the Father to Chriſt, as being ſuperior, 
and Chriſt as inferior; for this would be contrary 
to what the apoſtle elſewhere ſays, 1 Tim. vi. 15, 
16. and as this is not the intention, how can you 
draw ſuch an inference from it, eſpecially as the 
text will not bear it; for if the text ſays, one God 
the Father, of whom are all things, and we in bim, 
ſo it alſo ſays, one Lord Feſus Chriſt, by whom are 
all things, and we by him. Now all things being 
by the Son, is as much as all things being of the 
Father. 

And again, the one being called God, and the 
other called Lord, is of the ſame im becauſe 
it repreſents both on one and the fame dignity ; 
you cannot ſuppoſe that as Chriſt is ſaid to be one 
Lord, that therefore the Father is not Lord, nei- 
ther becauſe the Father is ſaid to be one God, can 
it be ſaid that the Lord Jeſus Chriſt is not God; 
for if in any other parts of ſcripture, the Father is 
ſaid to be Lord God, and the Lord Jeſus Chriſt is 
alſo called Lord God; then this text muſt be un- 
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derſtood in analogy with other ſcriptures, but the 
ſcriptures ſpeaks both of the Father and of the 
Son in the above characters, therefore there can 
be no effential inequality implied in this or any 
other rext, The true and genuine ſcope of this 
text, and the whole chapter, is to carry our minds 
off from all idolatrous worſhip, to the worſhip of 
the one eternal Godhead in the perſon of the Fa- 
ther, and pointing out our way of approach through 
the one Mediator our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. And in 
the next text, Col. i. 15, 16. neither are we to 
think that the apoſtle intended by this text to ſpeak 
of the inferiority of the Son to the Father; he in- 
deed calls him the image of the inviſible God, and 
the firſt- born of every creature, which conſiders 
him in his mediatorial capacity, for in that reſpect 
he is the beginning of God's ways, and the work 
of redemption was the firſt planned and determined 
work of God, to ſpeak after the manner of men, 
and even the ſcripture we are now upon, implies 
the idea of it. Alſo Prov. viii. 22, 23. Pf. Ixxxix. 
19. Micah v. 2. Whoſe goings forth have been of 
old, from everlaſting ; which evidently declares the 
eternity of the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and his omnipo- 
tence is fully evinced in Col. i. 16, 17. in his be- 
ing there declared to be the Creator and Upholder 
of all things ; neither doth the text, Heb. 1. 2. 
any way imply an inferiority, if he is the proper 
Son of God, then he is of the ſame eſſence, to 
ſpeak after the manner of men; and if he was 
employed as the efficient in making the world, 
then it is an evidence of his having the ſame al- 
mighty power with the Father; and thus all the 
texts you have mentioned, if duly conſidered, no 
way imply any real inferiority in the Son to the 
Father; therefore your aſſertion is bold and with- 
out foundation; for the above ſcriptures are ſo far 
from declaring the one to be greater than the other, 
that both the ſcope and true meaning of them is 
to demonſtrate their co- equality, neither is there 
| | | any 
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any text that ſpeaks, of Chriſt as an inſtrument 
either in the work of creation or redemption, but 

an efficient in the performance of both; and in 
the xlvth of Iſaiah and elſewhere, Chriſt ſpeaks. of- 
himſelf as thus engaged. Verſe 18. Thus ſaith the 


Lord that created the heavens, and God himſelf who 


he created it not in vain, he formed it to be inhabited. 
J am the Lord, and there is none elſe. Verſe 22. 
Look unto me and be ye ſaved all ye ends of the earth, 
for I am God, and there is none elſe. Theſe are all 
ſpoken as in the perſon of Chriſt, and he declares 
himſelf ro be God, and alſo the Creator of the 
world, and Redeemer of his people, and as he 1s 
God with the Father and the Holy Ghoſt, he 
cannot be an inſtrument as you pretend, and if 
ſuch, he can be but a creature, and therefore muſt 
be ranked only with the creatures, for he muſt be 
either a mere creature or truly God, for there can 
be no medium betwixt the Creator and creature. 
God indeed uſeth inſtruments in the work of con- 
verſion, (but neither in the work of creation nor 
redemption) fuch as prophets, apoſtles, &c. yet 
they have no ſuitableneſs in themſelves for it, nor 
are they any way efñcients in it. As the apoſtle 
declareth from the whole contents of the firſt epiſtle 
to the Corinthians, 3d chapter, and elſewhere ; 
therefore to ſpeak of Chriſt only as an inſtrument, 
1s putting him upon a level with the work of his 
hands, and 1s not far from blaſphemy. 
Page 235. Every thing that had an exiſtence 
* before time began, or before the worlds were 
made, may be called eternal; but your expoſi- 
tion of this p , Prov.. viii. 22, 23. is fo 
< manifeſtly falſe, that I will venture to fay, you 
* have both miſrepreſented the ſacred writer, and 
_* corrupted the text. For verſe 23d, ſays nothing 
at all of Jehovah's eternal exiſtence, nor doth , 
:< the” ſpeaker ſay any thing about the beginning 
2 or period of his own exiſtence; but he there 
S ſpeaks _ 


6.083 
<«« ſpeaks of a different ſubject, and is only ſhewing 
„us when he was ſet up or anointed, this he tells 
us was from everlaſting, or from eternity, there- 
« fore, according to your ſenſe of the text, he 
« muſt have exiſted before eternity, which is a 
„ glaring abſurdity.” 

Reply.—You have ventured to ſay many things 
that are abſolutely contrary to what God ſays, and 
no wonder you venture to miſrepreſent my words; 
1 did lay, and I fay it again, that in Prov. viii. 
22, 23. two perſons are ſpoke of, and that each 
perſon was from eternity, and that none but dei 
is or can be eternal. But is this ſaying that either 
of the perſons was before eternity? none but a 
1 * mind can draw ſuch a ſenſe from what 
1 faid, and in fo doing they affront their own un- 
derſtanding; I neither thought nor ſaid that the 
two glorious perſons were ſpeaking of their eternal 
exiſtence; but I ſay now as well as before, that 
the ſubject ſpoken of, was the grand ſcheme of 
mans ſalvation, for which Chriſt was as the Me- 
diator or Head of his people, ſet up and anointed 
in eternity, or from everlaſting, and that he was a 
diſtinct perſon prior to his being thus ſet up; and 
you. yourſelf acknowledge, that a perſon muſt exiſt 
before he could be ſet up, and that this ſetting up 
was from eternity; is it not then plain, that the 
perſon muſt himſelf be eternal? you ſeem to be 
very critical in defining the words from everlaſting, 
or from the beginning, which are ſynonymus you 
ſay, it never means abſolute eternity, but when 
ſpoken of duration, always means ſome eminent 
period of time; but if this proves any thing, it 
proves too much, viz. when God is ſaid to be 
everlaſting, it only is to be underſtood as ſome 
eminent point of time, and ſo not eternal, which 
is an abſurdity indeed; but the true meaning of 
the phraſes as they ſtand in the text, reſpects the 
commencement. of that ſtupendous tranſaction of 
the covenant between the Father and the Son in 

eternity, 
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eternity, expreſt by or from everlaſting, and will 
not admit of any period or point of time what- 
ever. 

You ſay, © When the ſame perſon calls him- 
« ſelf the beginning of Jehovah's ways, verſe 22. 
it denotes the firſt and chief of his ways, and 
<< that as begotten of him, or brought forth by 
« him.” 

Reply.—Here you are perverting the words of 
the glorious ſpeaker with a witneſs | The text is, 
The Lord poſſeſſed me in the beginning of his ways ; 
this does not lay he was the beginning of his ways, 
as reſpecting his being begotten, or brought forth, 
as you call it. By which you plainly mean the 
Father giving exiſtence to the Son, and here you 
contradict what you have already faid, viz. that 
the ſpeaker ſays nothing of his own exiſtence ; but 
I find, that to follow you in all your intricacies 
and inconſiſtencies, would be like following a 
ſwallow in the air, whole courſe is devious and 
uncertain—Let it ſuffice to ſay, that the poſſeſſor 
and poſſeſſed were two diſtinct co-equal, co-eter- 
nal perſons; and by the poſſeſſion here we are to 
underſtand, the Father's conſulting and covenant- 
ing with and confiding in the Son, concerning the 
magnifying of his broken law and the ſalvation of 
his people, which was viewed by his eternal om- 
niſcience, but to aſſert from this text, or any other 
part of ſcripture that Jeſus Chriſt was the beginning 
of the Father's ways, in reſpect to his being the 
firſt brought into exiſtence, 1s a moſt groſs perver- 
tion of all ſcripture ; and Pſal. ii. 6. is to be un- 


.derſtood in the preſent tenſe, as well as Prov. viii. 


23. becauſe the ſubject is one and the ſame, viz. 
the Son of God's being appointed and ſet up as 
Mediator and head of the church, and head over 
all things to the church; but what is ſpoken in 
that pſalm and other parts of the Old Teſtament, 
in reſpect to his human nature and the treatment 
he would meet with from an unbelieving world; 


this 
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this, I ſay, the Lord ſpeaketh of things that are 
not as if they were, becauſe all things that he 
has ordained ſhall actually be, and are all as if 
preſent with him; but what is ſaid concerning his 
co-equal Son's being ſet up as aforeſaid, was actu- 
ally done in eternity, or from everlaſting ; and 
however weak my reaſoning on it may appear, 
yet it is ſcriptural, and I ſhall leave it to the un- 
prejudiced reader, whether you, Sir, or I, have 
perverted the text. 

Page 29, Should any ſuppoſe that Chriſt's 
„being the molt full, perfect, and expreſs image 
of God, ſo united to and one with God, that 
* he was under no obligation to come down from 
heaven and ſuffer for us without his own free 
* conſent, or the Father's having given to the 
Son to have life in himſelf, or having given 
„ him all power both in heaven and on earth. 
If, I ſay, on any of theſe accounts, ſome ſhould 
« ſuppoſe that Chriſt may be ſaid to be equal 
with God, I will not deny it.” 

Reply. None but ſuch as yourſelf do main- 
tain that an human ſpirit ever was in the form 
of God, neither can an human fpirit have the ex- 
preſs image of God, for that is to have the very 
lame perfections, and in the very ſame degree as 
they are in God, which I dare ſay you yourſelf will 
not aſſert, therefore the text is only applicable to 
Chriſt in his divine nature, as a perſon in the di- 
vine effence, diſtin from and co- eſſential with 
the Father; but the human nature, though united 
to the divine in the perſon of Chriſt, is far from 
being the expreſs image of God, it is not deified, 
but {till remains pure human nature; therefore 
the ſenſe you put upon the texts in Heb. ii. 3. and 
Phil. ii. 6. is a groſs perverſion of them both, to 
maintain your abſard notion of the pre · exiſtence 
of the human foul of Chriſt, even to the denial 
of his eſſential and eternal divinity ; your pretend - 


ing that the human Spirit of Chriſt was in ſuch 


a ſtate 


( 45 ) 
a ſtate as to have it in its own option to aſſume or 
not aſſume a body, is placing it .in a ſtate of m- 
dependence of the will and authority of God, fo 
as to be under no obligation to obey the com ; 
mands of its Creator, and is directly contrary to 
what the human Spirit of Chriſt actually ſaid, 
Matt. xxvi. 39. O my Father if it be poſſible, let 
this cup paſs from me, nevertheleſs not my will but 
thine be done. True and genuine obedience hes 
in giving up our own will to the will of God, and 
you may ſee plainly that the human Spirit of 
Chriſt pretended to no ſuch right as you ſuppoſe 
it had, to comply or not comply with the terms 
propoſed to it z neither as a human ſpirit exaked 
to a ſtate of union with God, as you imagine, 
could he diveſt himſelf of it; he might have been 
diveſted of it by him who gave it, and fo the 
union that he had in and with God be broken, 
or at leaſt ſuſpended. But conſidering Chriſt as a 
diſtinct perſon in the one eternal Godhead, he was 
under no obligation to aſſume human nature, but 
might have continued eternally at an infinite diſ- 
tance from it; this is the very quinteſſence of the 
text, Phil. ii. 6. Vo being in the form of God, 
tboygbt it no robbery to be equal with God; (but he 
gave up his prerogative) made himſelf of no repu- 
tation, and took upon him the form of a ſervant, 
and was made in the likeneſs of men. Here we ce 
unparalleled humilicy ; here we behold the amaz- 
ing and boundleſs love of Jehovah Chriſt, in thus 
vailing his eſſential glory in the rags of our hu- 
manity, in order that he might obey, bleed, and 
die for us worthleſs and hell-deſerving finners. 
Alſo we find that our Lord afferts his own 
divinity, from the 110th pſalm; the Jews had 
no other view of the Meſſiah than what Mr. 
Elliot has, viz, that he was only an human 
perſon delegated from heaven, therefore in anſwer 
to that great and intereſting queſtion, What 
think ye of Chriſt? Whoſe ſon is he ? They ſay 
; unto 


„ 
unto him, the Son of David. In this they ſaid 
true, but as they conſidered him in no other light, 
their thoughts were infinitely too low, therefore 
our Lord oppoſes the text in the 110th pſalm, to 
their diminutive thoughts of him, Matt. xxii. 43. 
He ſaid unto*them, how then doth David in Spirit 
call him Lord, ſaying, the Lord ſaid unto my Lord 
fit thou at my right hand till I make thine enemies 
thy footftool. If David then called him Lord, how 
is be his Son ? But although the ſcriptures ſpeak 
thus of Chriſt, in reſpe& to his eſſential and eter- 
nal dignity in the Godhead, yet in his obeying, 
dying, reſurrection, and aſcenſion, he is conſidered 
in his mediatorial capacity as the repreſentative and 
head of his people, and the very ſame perſon, and 
the ſame nature which bled and died, is exalted 
at the right hand of the Majeſty on high, as hav- 
ing actually procured eternal redemption for his 
people, and from the period that the human na- 
ture was taken into union with the divine, that 
union never was nor never can be ſuſpended or 
ſeparated ; it was in union with the divine nature 
in the perſon of Chriſt when on the croſs, yea 
when the two parts of human nature were ſepa- 
rated by death, yet the union of the divine and 
human nature ſtill remained indiffoluble, but your 
notion of the human ſpirit's pre-exiſtence as hav- 
ing been diveſted of its ſuppoſed glory with the 
2 are both alike unſcriptural and unreaſona- 
le. 

What you ſay in pa 1 and 32, concerning 
the Godhead, X the Father's being the Godhead 
of the Son, deſerves no anſwer, only as I thirſt 
after your recovery and that of others, from your 
hererical tenets, I would juſt obſerve that we have 
the term Godhead only three times, that I know of, 
in ſcripture; the firſt is, Acts xvii. 29. and the 
ſcope there is to ſhew the impoſſibility and pro- 
fanity of making any repreſentation of the God- 

head, ſo it ſtands oppoſed to all forts of _— 
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as imagining that the Godhead was or could be 
conferred on any material or created thing, but 
if Chriſt is only human, as you fay, then the 
Godhead cannot be imparted to him, and it is 
abſolutely prophane to ſay ſo. Again, Rom. i. 20. 
we read of the Godhead, 'and the meaning of the 
expreſſion there, is to ſet forth his eternal omni- 

rence, and his ſingular and univerſal ſovereignty 
over all beings and things;' and the Godhead in 
this view cannot be communicated to any human 
or angelic ſpirit ; for however high any of theſe 
may be exalted, yet they cannot be exalted to the 
Godhead, as for inſtance, however high any ſub- 
ject may be exalted in the ſtate, he is not inveſted 
with the regal abſolute power, elſe the King would 
ceaſe to be King, or only a joint King, and fo 
two Kings in one ſtate, which is incompatible ; ſo 
if Jeſus Chriſt is only in his own perſon an hu- 
man, whatever his exaltation might be, yet the 
Godhead of the Father cannot be his Godhead ; 
and admitting for a moment that it could be, then 
the Godhead would be divided, and conſequently 
two Gods, the one ſuperior, the other interior, 
which is a contradiction both to right reaſon and 
ſcripture. 

The word occurs again, Col. ii. 9. and it is ex- 
preſsly applied to Chriſt, and the manner in which 
it is appropriated to him, conveys the idea of the 
infinity of all the attributes and perfections of 
Deity eſſentially belonging to him. — We read, 
Col. i. 19. For it pleaſed the Father that in bim 
ſhould all fulneſs dwell, and it is plain from the 
connection of the preceding verſe, that it is a 
given fulneſs; and in the firſt chapter of John, 
ver. 14 and 16, we ſee what fulneſs this was, even 
a fulneſs of grace and truth, including ſpiri- 
tual and eternal life, which is all treaſured up in 


Chriſt, 1 John v. 2. Aud this is the record that 


God bath given to us; eternal life, and this life is 
in his Son; but the fulneſs which the text ſpeaks 
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of, chap. ii. ver. 9 For in him dwelleth all the ful- 
nes of the: Godhead bodily ; this, I fay, is not a de- 
rived or communicated fulneſs, but is eſſential to 
his-perſon in unity with the Father, and the Holy 
Ghoſt in the divine eſſence, and therefore one and 
the ſame Godhead. —Your citing John iii. 34. can 
be no ſupport for your hypotheſis, for, I humbly 
think, that the text refers, not principally to the 
anointing of the human nature of - Chriſt with the 
Holy Ghoſt, but to that unmeaſurable fulneſs of 
life given into the hands of Chriſt, as Mediator 
for the ends aforeſaid, before the world began. 
This appears evident from the 35th verſe, The 
Father loveth the. Son and hath given all. things into 
his hand. Indeed the human nature which the Son 
of God took into union with himſelf was filled 
with the Spirit above meaſure, as was foretold, 
Ifa. Ixi. 1. The Spirit of the Lord God is upon me, 
becauſe the Lord bath anointed me to preach good ti- 
dings unto the meek, be hath ſent me to bind up. the 
broken hearted, to proclaim liberty to the cuptives 
and the opening of the priſon to them that are baund ; 
and our Lord Jeſus Chriſt applies this to himſelf, 
Luke iv. 18. and ſhews us that this was the grand 
and glorious end for which the human nature of 
.Chriſt was anointed ; and let it be obſerved, that 
the Spirit was not given to the man Chriſt or his 
human nature till his baptiſm ; ſee. Matt. iii. 16. 
and if the unity of the human nature ,of Chrift 
with God lies only in being anointed and filled 
with the Spirit of God, then this unity which you 
imagine is betwixt God and the human nature, did 
not commence till that period; neither can this 
anointing imply that the Godhead of the Father is 
the Godhead of the Son, conſidered as an human 
perſon, for as I ſaid before, fo I ſay again, in, the 
ſame parity of reaſon it may be ſo ſaid of the 
ſaints, for they are ſaid to be filled with the Spirit, 
and their bodies to be the temples of the Holy 
Gholt, and filled with all the fulneſs of . 
| CtS 
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t Cor. vi. 19. 4 iii. 19. But it is a 
truth ek op all controverſy; chat whatever pleni- 
tude of the Spitit, or ele vation of dignity ahy 
human or angelic ſpirit may be endowed with and 
raiſed unto, it neither does nor can deify them, 
which muſt be the caſc if the Father's Godhead is 
their Godhead ; but ſuch a thing as this cannot 
be admitted by common ſenſe and reaſon, there- 
Fore, Sir, you malt either acknowledge that. Jeſus 
Chriſt is, what he really is, a divine perſon in 
Deity, and is with the Father and the Holy Ghoſt, 


the one ſupreme and eternal God, or elſe you 


muſt declare that Chriſt has no Godhead at all, 
for the ſenſe in which you ſpeak of it is both irra- 
tional and unſcriptural. 

In page 33, you ſay, „ Heb. ii. 16. ſpeaks no- 


ching of the nature of angels, theſe words, the 


of 


nature of angels, is not in the Greek, and the 
„ marginal reading is to be enen He laid 
* not hold of angels.“ 

Reply. Whether you fend the text, He took 
hot on him the nature of angels, or, Hie laid not 
hold on angels, the ſenſe is the ſame, for it is not 


to be underſtood that he did not lay hold on them 


by an act of his power, but that ke affumed not 
their nature into union with himſelf, in order to 
redeem them; and that this is the meaning, is evi- 
dent from your own reading in the ſame verſe; 
but he laid hold of the ſeed of Abraham, that 
is, he aſſumed human nature into a perſonal union 
with himſelf, in the line of Abraham, according 
to the ſcriptures: but, Who was this He that at- 
5 laid hold; or took on him the nature of 
the ſeed of Abraham? Will not common ſenſt 
acknowledge that he was a diſtinct perſon, prior 
to his aſſuming the ſeed of Abraham? You ſay 
it was a human ſpirit that aſſumed a material 
body, which you call the ſeed of Abraham; bur 
i it. not moſt impertinent and impraper, to ſay 
908 a an 1oul aſſumes a human body, 
| D whereas 


whereas you know that ſoul and body conſtitutes 
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human nature or man, and can be no aſſumption ? 
And you muſt either grant that it was an angel 
that aſſumed human nature, which would be a pro- 
per aſſumption, or you mult believe, according to 
»the ſcripture, that it was the eternal Son of God, 
that did indeed lay hold on, or rather did aſſume 
into perſonal union with himſelf, the ſeed of 
Abraham; that is, body and ſoul. To ſpeak of 
a human ſpirit, exiſting as you ſay from everlaſting, 
prior to its union with the body, is like ſpeaking 
of the philoſopher's ſtone, which hath no being 
but in the imagination and fancy of the vulgar. 
I firmly believe, according to ſcripture, that the 
ſouls, both of the juſt and unjuſt, are, after death, 
preſerved in being, and ſhall re-enter their re- 
ſpective bodies at the reſurrection; but neither 
—— nor reaſon will ſupport us in ſaying that 
the ſoul had any exiſtence prior to its union to the 
body at firſt, Gen. ii. 7. And the Lord breathed into 
Bis noſtrils the breath of life, and man became a-living 
foul. Again, your account of the human ſpirit 
exiſting from everlaſting in an exalted ſtate, mult 
certainly have been poſſeſt of conſummate know- 
ledge, of which he could not poſſibly be deprived 
but this is contrary to the ſcripture account, which 
declares, Iſa. vii. 16. that before the virgin's child 
ſhould know to refuſe the evil and chooſe the 
good, &c. and Luke ii. 52. tells us, Jeſus in- 
creaſed in wiſdom, &c. From this it is very evi- 
dent, that though the human nature was united 
to the divine in the womb of the Virgin, yet the 
human ſoul of Chriſt gradually increaſed in know- 
ledge ſuitable to human nature, which is altoge- 
ther incompatible with pre- exiſtence; therefore 
your notion of it is quite inconſiſtent both with 
ſcripture and reaſon. ff „ 86W- 
In your 35th page you ſay, That Jacob's 
* wreſtling with a man plainly denotes the exiſt- 
„ ence of the perſon of that man with whom he 
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<« wreſtled, for he did not wreſtle with the phan- 


* tom of a man that had no exiſtence.” “ 


Reply.— If this proves any thing, it proves far f 
too much, for it muſt neceſſarily imply the exiſt- 


ence of the body as well as the ſoul; 
this then you muſt hold with what you object a- 
gainſt, that it was but a phantom of a man that 


if you deny 


he wreſtled with; but as it was not a material 


body, neither was it an human ſpirit, but it was 


indeed the co- equal Son of God, who appeared 
to him in that likeneſs, which in the fulneſs of 
time he actually aſſumed. 


Lou obſerve, That in Hoſ. xii. 4. Chriſt is 
called the angel, and that verſe gth only declares 


* that Jehovah, God the Father, was then with 
« him and in him, ſpeaking by him; which ex- 


« . poſition of the paſſage entirely agrees with what 
the ſcriptures in other places teſtify. 


Reply. This glorious perſon is indeed called a 


man in Geneſis, and in many other parts of the 
Old Teſtament, for in that character he acted as 


Mediator, and is the man of God's right hand, 
for the ſalvation of ſinners. In Hoſea, he is called 


the angel, which is expreſſive of his being ſent, 


and 1s = angel of the covenant ; but in the 5th . 


verſe he is ſpoken of in his eſſential character; ſee 
the texts in their connection. 


cation unto him, he found him in Bethel, and there 


bs ſpoke with us. By the He in this verſe, we muſt 


certainly underſtand the angel, who wreſtled with 


Verſe 4. He bad - 
' power over the angel and prevailed, be made ſupph- 


Jacob; and the word angel is but a name of 


office, and is no deſcription of the perſon; wha 
the angel was in his perſonal 6 wes bag is declared 
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in the next verſe, even the Lord God of Heſts, 


the Lord i is bis memorial; what is more plain, than + 
that it is one and the ſame, perſon that is ſpoken ,, 


of, and the ſame perſon who wreſtled with Jacob 
in the character of a man, Gen. xxxii. 22. is 


wn: of in his more ſublime and eſſential cha- 
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rater in chap. xxx 10. And God ſaid unto bim, 
thy name is Facob, thy name ſhall no more be called 
Jacob, but Iſrael ſhall be thy name. And the text 
you point to, Gen. xIviii. 15, 16. confirms the 
ſame thing. Ver. 15. He bleſſed Joſeph and ſaid, 
God, before whom my fathers, Abraham and Iſaac, 
did walk, the God which fed me all my life long unta 
this day. Ver. 19. The angel which redeemed me 
from all evil, bleſs the lads, Sc. What, I pray 
you, can be more evident than that it is one and 
the ſame perſon ſpoken of; firſt in his perſonal 
dignity, viz. God; ſecondly in his official cha- 
racter, viz. the Angel; and-all the other texts you 
have cited, ſpeak of him in one or other of theſe 
characters, and theretore I conclude, that the 
texts you kave cited do all contradict yourtelt and 
confirm the grand doctrine you unhappily o 
le, oy 
9 the bene paige, you ſay, * That Mr, 
« Weir's doctrine is this: That the man Chriſt 
« actually bore and enjoyed the mediatorial office 
long, long, before he had any actual being. 
] hope, before he attempts a ſecond reply, he 
* will endeavour to make his plan a little more 
*conſiſtent with itſelf. a 
Reply.— Mr. Elliot very well knows that Mr, 
Weir never ſaid any ſuch thing, but I did aſſert, 
and do aſſert, (according to the ſcripture) that 
the eternal Son of God, in his boundleſs love 
and amazing condeſcenſion, did engage in the 
ancient ſettlements of grace, to aſſume human na- 
ture in the fulneſs of time, and did act in the 
character of man Mediator, from everlaſting, ac- 
cording to Prov. viii. 23. and many other places; 
therefore, I ſay, that although Chriſt did not aſ- 
ſume the human nature till the fulneſs of time, 
yet he perſonally was from everlatting, in regard 
to his divine nature; it is not the human nature 
that conſtitutes the perſon of the Mediator, but 
he £00k human nature into union with the divine 
nature 
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nature into his own perſon, in order to accom- 
pliſh that part of the covenant engagement, viz, 
to ſuffer and die for the falvation of his people. 
This, Sir, is the doctrine I deſire to rejoice in, as 
being all my ſalvation, yet not my doctrine, as 
being the author of it, but the doctrine of God, 
revealed in the ſcriptures, preached by the apoſtles 
and prophets, and received by all the faints : but 
as you cannot fee the conſiſtency of it, I am very 
ſorry for it, and heartily pray that the Lord may 
open your eyes, and make you to know the truth, 
as it is in Jeſus; for ſure I am, that you maintain 
doctrincs that are real inconſiſtencies, and contrary 
to the ſcriptures, tor as you aſſert that the man 
Chriſt Jeſus did exiſt from eternity, this cannot 
be without the body as well as the ſoul, becauſe 
both ſoul and body is abſolutely neceſſary to con- 
ſtitute the man; and if you do not believe the 
re-exiſtence of the bady as well as the ſoul of 
.hriſt, then you yourſelf do not believe that the 
man Chriſt did ſo much as actually exiſt till four 
thouſand years after the creation; and accordin 
to this, there was no Mediator exiſted till that pe- 
riod. Thus you ſee the inconſiſtency of your doc- 
trine, and many more inſtances of the ſame kind 
might be mentioncd, which your doctrine leads 
unto. 
In the bottom of pages 36, 37, 38, you bran- 
diſh your literary ſword, with a bluſtering bra- 
vado, as if you intended to cut off the head of 


your antagoniſt with one blow; but truth is un- 
da aunted, and only laughs at the ſhaking of your 


ſpear. You ſay, © That Col. ii. 2. is quite fo- 
* reign to your purpoſe, every expoſitor that I 
„have met with reject it. Suppoſe the particle 
* x4 in this text, be rendered even, as it is in 
* many other places; ſee 1 Cor. xv. 24. God, 


even the Father, 2 Cor. i. 3. Bleſſed be God, 


* even the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; then 
Sit will i! plainly appear that your laboured expo- 
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& fition of the text has nothing at all to ſupport 
c it; and how great muſt be your confuſion, when 
* the whole ground of your confidence is taken” 
« away; but 3 the particle be rendered 
* and or even, it is clear and certain that God the 
« Father is but one perſon.” 

Reply.— While I would pay a due regard to 
ſttors, yet it is moſt certain that the Greek 
particle ſhould, in ſome texts, be read even, in 
order to a right underſtanding of it, and amongſt 
many of the kind is that of Titus ii. 13. Looking 
for the bleſſed hope, and the glorious appearing of the 
great God; in our tranſlation it is rendered and, 
but it ſhould be rendered, even our Saviour Feſus 
Chriſt. - 1 ſay, it ſhould be rendered even, becauſe - 
it ſpeaks but of one perſon, who is propoſed to 
us in the ſcriptures, as the object of our hope and 
expectation, who ſhall come again, the ſecond time, 
without fin unto ſalvation, Heb. ix. 28. So alſo 
the particle in Jude iv. ſhould be read, even, viz. 
Denying the only Lord God, even our Lord Jeſus 
Chrift. Note, the Father's Godhead never was de- 
nied by any profeſling religion, therefore the Father 
is not the perſon ſpoken ot ; but the Deity of Chriſt. 
is denied by too many, therefore he is the perſon 
ſpoken of in the text, and you, Sir, ſtand here 

reproved. But although the Greek particle ſhould. 
be read even in ſome texts, it does not follow that 
it ſhould be read ſo in all; and it does not ap- 
pear, that either Beza, or Dr. Guiſe, (whom you. 
have mentioned) read the text, Col. ii. 2. with the 
particle even, and if they did, that would be no 


infallible proof that it ſhould be ſo read, for it is 


moſt certain that when the particle intends only 
a declarative ſenſe, as in Titus, Jude, and Epheſ. 
i. 1. To the ſaints which are at Epheſus, and to the 
faithful in Chriſt Jeſus, which are one and the 
ſame community, and therefore the word and ſhould 
be rendered even, unleſs the apoſtle by faithful, 


N I rather think) meant the ſaints in other 
churches ; 
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churches; if ſo, then the word ſhould be rendered 
und, becauſe and is a copulative word, whereas 
even is not; and whatever you, Sir, or any 
other, fay to the contrary, the word in Col. ii. 2. 
-ought to be read as it ſtands in my Bible, viz. and, 
becauſe the word even would darken the ſenſe of 
the text, —Your aſſerting that God the Father is 
one perſon, 1s only telling me what I have told 
you over and over again, but if you deny three 
perſons in Deity, Sir, you in effect deny the Fa- 


| ther. alſo, becauſe he 1s not without the perſon of 
the Son, and the perſon of the Spirit; Are we 


not baptiſed into the names of theſe three q and 
does not the apoſtle, 2 Cor.:xix. 14: conclude his 
epiſtle with a benediction in the name of the very 
ſame three, viz. Tbe grace of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, 
and the love of God, and the fellowſhip of the Holy 
Ghoſt, be with you all. Amen, And ſo doth the 
- apoſtle pray that the Coloſſian's hearts may be 
comforted, being knit together in love, and unto all 
riches of the full ance and underſtanding,” to the 
acknowledgment ofF;the myſtery of God, and of the 
Father, and of Mriſt. Sir, pray obſerve that theſe 
texts are expreſſ in the ſame form, as Matt. xxviii. 
Baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. The particles and 
and u, are in all the three texts expreſſive. of 
three diſtinct perſons; the word and cannot be 
rendered even in theſe two texts, ſo neither can 


it be in the Coloſſian text, nor can it be read in 


your way with propriety, viz. The myſtery of God, 
even of the Father,' Sc. this is contrary to the 
texts you have cited, viz. God, even the Father; 
here is evidently but one perſon meant, therefore 
the word of would be improper; bur as it ſtands 
in the Coloſſian text, it reads in proper ſtile, and 
determines the Greek particle to be rendered and, 
but not even, and therefore it evidently ſpeaks of 
three diſtin& perſons. And it is plain, that che 
ſame glorious perſon that is mentioned in the cha- 
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racter of the Holy Ghoſt, Matt: xxviii. 19. 2 Cor: 
Xiti. 14. is in Col. n. 2. ſpoken of in the character 
of God; and where there no other texts that 
ſpeak of this glorious perfon in his eſſential cha- 
racer, viz. God; this would be ſufficient, but 
there are not wanting more texts, Acts v. 3, 4. is 
full to the purpoſe, viz. Why bath ſatan fil ed thine 
heart, to lie unto the Holy Ghoſt ; thou haſt not lied 
unto men but unto Cod. And the knowledge of 
Deity, as diſplayed in the grand ſcheme of falva- 
tion, is as much the myſtery of the Holy Ghoſt, 
as of the Father and of Chriſt; and as the apoſtle 
is in this text concerned that their heatts may be 
knit together, in the underſtanding and acknow- 
ledgment of this grand ſcheme and myſtery of 
the joint concurrence of the three glorious perſons 
in this great work ; therefore it was needful that 
the Holy Ghoſt ſhould be mentioned in this text 
as well as the Father and the Son, and I might 
cite many texts where the work of redemption is 
ſpoke of, that three perſons are diſtinctly men- 
tioned, Eph. ii. 18. For through him we both bave 
an acceſs by one Spirit unto the Father : 1 Pet. i. 2. 
Elefs, according to the fore-knowledge of God the 
Father, through ſandtiſication of the Spirt, unto 
obedience and ſprinkling of the blood of Feſus Chriſt, 
Sc. Thus theſe texts agree with the above texts, 
Col. ii. 2. and as the Spirit is, in the texts now 
quoted, ſpoken of in the character of God, he is 
beyond all manner of doubt with the Father and 
the Son, the one eternal God. Your oppoiition 
to this truth, Sir, hath ſo blinded your eyes, that 
you cannot, or will not, fee the glory contained 
in this text, if you did you would not uſe fuch 
petty ſhifrs to weaken the force of it, by criti- 
ciſingly and telling us that the and ſhould be even, 
whereas you, yourſelf, grant that the Greek par- 
ticle is not poſitively reſtricted, either to the one 
or other, and as it ſtands in Col. ii. 2. it ought 
to be read and, becauſe it is uſed in a _— 
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and coryundtive ſenſe, as every unprejudiced and 
thinking mind will acknowledge. Where then, 
Sir, is your boaſting ? Your words then ſerve only 
to reprove yourſelf, and pervert the ſcriptures. 
Page 39, you ſay, That the worſhip given 
« to Chriſt is firſt that which God himſclf hath 
% commanded to be given him, as to a perſon 
« diſtin from himſelf” therefore, is not the very 
« ſame that is given and due to the living God 
& who commanded it, &c.“ 
. Reply.—That Chriſt is a diſtin& perſon, and 
ought to be worſhipped, on account of his own 
eſſential dignity, the command of the Father, and 
his being exalted by the Father for his obedience 
unto death, is what I readily acknowledge; but 
your aſſerting that it is not the ſame worſhip, is 
without foundation and contrary to the expreſs 
command of the Father, John v. 22, 23. For the 
Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all judg- 
ment unio the Son; this includes all the exaltation 
of Chriſt, in the character of Mediator. Ver. 23. 
That all men ſhould honour the Son, even as they 
honour the Father. Is it not plain from this, that 
it is the will of the Father that the Son ſhould 
not only be worſhipped, but that he ſhould be 
worſhipped with the very ſame worſhip that is 
due and ſhould be given to the Father, for the 
word even in the text, plainly implies the equality 
and the degree of that honour and worſhip that 
ſhould be given to each perſon. Ir is added in 
the text, He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth 
not the Father which hath ſent bim; therefore as 
you acknowledge that you do not honour the Son 
with the ſame honour, then it follows, accordin 
to the text, that you worſhip not the Father. Again, 
when he ſaid, Let all the angels of God worſhip 
him, Heb. i. 6. Can theſe words imply any infe- 
riority in the worſhip ? Your aſſerting fo, is con- 
tradicting the words, when taken in connection 
both with what goes before and follows after them. 
Verſe 8. Unto the Son "4 Father) ſaith, thy 
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throne, O God, is for ever and ever. What can ex- 
preſs co- equality both as to the dignity of the per- 
ſons, and the worſhip that is due to them if this does 
not? And to what part of ſcripture can you direct 
me where it is ſaid that either angels or men worſhip- 

d him with an inferior worſhip? We ſee nothing 
bf it in Rev. v. 13. where we are informed that the 
angels join with the church triumphant in worſhip- 
ping, ſaying, Bleſſing, and honour, and glory, and 
power be unto him that fitteth on the throne, and unto 
the Lamb, for ever and ever. You may alledge 
from this text a precedency, becauſe he that ſitteth 
upon the throne (the Father) is mentioned firſt, 
but Chriſt, in other ſcriptures, is alſo mentioned 
firſt. —See 2 Cor. xiii. 14. But theſe do not im- 
ply any precedency, for we may obſerve in the 
various parts of the Bible, that ſometimes the Fa- 
ther, ſometimes the Son, and ſometimes the Holy 
Spirit is firſt mentioned; ſo that no ſuperiority or 
inferiority, either in dighity or worſhip, is im- 
plied by this order of ſpeech. All worſhip comes 
under the denomination of civil or divine, and if 
Chriſt is only to be worſhipped with the former, 
you degrade him to the level of earthly magiſtrates, 
but if you admit of divine worſhip being given 
him, then it muſt be equal to the Father, for there 
cannot be a ſuperior and inferior divine worſhip. 
Is the Father to be our ſupreme confidence, ſtay, 
and reſt of out fouls? So is Chriſt, Ye Believe in 
God, believe alſo in me. John xiv. Come unto me all ye 
that labour and are heavy laden, and I will give you 
reſt. Matt. xi. 28. Is the Father the object of 
ſupreme love and regard? So alſo is the Son. 
If any man love not the Lord Feſus Chriſt, let him 
de Anathema Maranatha, 1 Cor. xvi. 22. Is he 
to be univerſally and in all things obeyed ? So 
alſo is the Son, 2 Cor. x. 5. And bringing into cap- 
tivity every thougbt to the obedience of Chriſt, Is the 
Father ſtiled and worſhipped as the Lord God? 
So alſo is the Son, Jahn xx. 28. Thomas anſwered 
and ſaid unto him, my Lord and my God. Thus 1 

3 2 might 


\.99 ] 

might ſhew that all things, wherein divine wor- 
ſhip conſiſts, is equally aſcribed to the Son as to 
the Father, and nothing 1s more evident, from the 
ſcriptures, than that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt did 
both require and receive divine honour ; and your 
aſſerting that it was not his due, is ſetting him 
forth as the greateſt impoſtor that ever appeared 
in the world ; but as he did indeed require and 
actually receive divine worſhip and honour, it 
could be no robbery in him, becauſe he is over all 
God bleſſed for ever, Rom. ix. 5. 

Page 40, If Chriſt be nor conſidered as a 
* human perſon, in his doing and dying, how 
„ can his obedience and death be available for 
« the redemption of human perſons? Or how 
* could his righteouſneſs be imputed to them, 
„for the law which man hath broken required 
„ obedience and ſatisfaction from man? 

Reply —It might be ſufficient, to ſay, that all 
legiſlative powers, (whether divine pr human) ad- 
mit of a ſubſtitute in favour of the delinquent ; and 
whatever perſon ſhall Kindly engage and render 
full reſtitution, I ſay, if this is done, the law 
neither will nor can ſeck any more; for it is not 
who the perſon is that gives ſatisfaction that the 
law regards, but the ſatisfaction itſelf ; and to ſay 
that God cannot upon any conſideration give reſti- 
fution to the broken law, is to limit the divine 
law-giver more than earthly law-givers, who can, 
if they pleaſe, ſatisfy the Iaw in ſome inſtances, in 
the place of thoſe who fall under the penalty of 
it; and as human law-givers may do this, much 
more may the great ſovereign of the univerſe do 
ſo, for we cannot nor ought not to limit his ac- 
tions, eſpecially when he hath wonderfully conde- 
ſcended to take our nature, and to ſtand in the 
delinquents glace, and for us has actually paid the 
enormous debt; therefore your aſſertion is both 
unreaſonable and unſcriptural. | 

Page 41, you ſay, © If Chriſt died not as a 
human perſon, it is impoſſible he ſhould die at 
| E 2 all, 
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&« all, unleſs as an angel, for the living God can- 


* not die. 

Reply.— If Chriſt had been a created angel, 
he could not die, in our ſenſe of the word, unleſs 
he had aſſumed human nature, which could it 
have been ſo, his death would not have been a full 
ſatisfaction to juſtice, and therefore would have 
been in vain. That the living God cannot die in 
his own nature and perſon, eſſentially conſidered, 
J verily believe, but if any one ſhould aſſert, that 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, who is in his eſſential 
character a co- equal perſon in the adorable God- 
head, did not aſſume human nature, and in that 
nature be as capable of dying as an angel, ſuppoſed 
in human nature; I ſay, this would be abfurd and 
contrary to the ſcripture, which declares, that 
God -was manifeſted in the fleſh, for this very 
end, that by his dying, be might deſtroy death, and 
bim that had the power of death, that is the devil. 
Heb. 11. 14. and this was infinitely more efficaci- 
ous to reſtore loſt ſinners, and make full reſtitu- 
tion to the broken law, than if myriads of _— 
had aſſumed human nature, and in that nature fuf- 
fered death, for by one offering he has perfedted for 
ever them that are ſanfified. Heb. x. 14. 

Page 42. Here you roundly aſſert, that Chriſt 
cc ſuffered in his Godhead, or as a divine perſon. 
« The Arians believe Chriſt to be a mutable, 
« ſubordinate, and dependent Deity.” 

Reply,—According to your account of Chriſt, 
as having the Godhead of the Father, and yet 
himſelf but a human perſon, 1s not this faying, 
that if he is a Deity he is only a delegated and 
an inferior one? And are you not then an Arian ? 
Yea even a Socinian, who hold Chriſt in his per- 
ſon to be nothing but human; which you, Sir, 
have again and again afferted ; and if Mr. Elliot 
were in his ſober ſenſes, he would eaſily fee that 
it is one thing for Chriſt to ſuffer in his Godhead, 
and another thing to ſuffer as a divine perſon in 
the human nature, That Chriſt is a divine 1 
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1 have before proved from the ſcriptures, but his 
taking human nature into perſonal union with. 
himſelf, does not make him a human perſon, for 
he ſtil} remains a divine perſon, as he eternally 
was. If you had attended to my former letter 
upon this head, you would not, unleſs partiality 
had blinded your eyes, returned ſuch a weak an- 
ſwer, for although Chriſt ſuffered in his human 
nature, yet I never implied nor ſaid that he ſuf- 
fered in his divine nature; I would be far from 
juſtifying every mode of expreſſion that may un- 
guardedly drop from me, yet I beheve that al- 
though Chriſt ſuffered in his human nature, in the 
character of Mediator only, yet he was ſtrictly and 
properly a divine perfon that ſuffered, as aforeſaid ; 
neither do I think that the orthodox Trinitarians, 
as you ſcoffingly call them, do deny what I nave 
here declared, but if they ſhould, I have the teſti- 
mony of the ſcriptures to ſupport me, Acts xx. 


28. Take beed therefore unto yourſelves, and to all 


the flock over which the Holy Ghoſt hath made you 
overſeers, to feed the church of God, which he bath 
Purchaſed with his own blood, 1 John ni. 6. Hereby 
perceive we the love of God, becauſe he laid down his 
life for us. Theſe words are ſpoken of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and they naturally explain themſelves, firſt, 
that he is God; ſecondly, that he laid down his 
life, not his eſſential life as God, but the human, 
which he took into perſonal union with himſelf, 
therefore was his own and not another's, 'and in 
his human nature, he obeyed the law in the room 
of his people, and made a full atonement for: 
their ſins, and ſo redeemed, or purchaſed them 
with his own blood ; and this alone was available, 
firſt, becauſe he alone had the ſole property in 
his own life, which is a thing no created being 
can claim, and therefore he only could give him- 
ſelf, and lay down his life for us. Secondly, he 
only could bear that ponderous load of wrath due 
to our fins in his human nature, becauſe he was 
a perſon of almighty power. Pſalm Ixxxix. 19. 
oY 1 Jer. 
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Jer. 1. 34. Their Redeemer js ſtrong, the Lord of Hoſts, 
is bis name, Thirdly, his doings, and ſufferings 
cagld alone be meritorious, becauſe he was under; 
no obligation to obey, and ſuffer, . prior to his 
voluntary engagement, according to covenant ſet - 
tlements,, Zech. vi. 13. And alt he. did was molt. 
perfect and compleat, every way. adequate and 
ſatisfactory to the demands of the broken Jaw and 
offended juſtice, therefore there is in his obedi- 
ence unto death, an infinite fund of merit, extend- 
ing itſelf through” all ages paſt, preſent, and to 
come, for the reqiſſion of fans, an juſtification 
of the perſons of all them that believe, Pſalm 
cxxxiv. 2. Heb. ix, 12. But by bis own blood be en- 
tered into the holy place, having obtained eternal re- 
demption for us. Thus we ſee that this, glorious. 
and divine perſon, Jeſus Chriſt, did. fuffer in his 
human nature, in the character of Mediator be- 
tween God and man. This is the ſcripture doc- 
trine of the perſon and aionement of .Chriſt, and 
is no way connected with Arianiſin, but diametri- 
cally oppoſite to it, as ſteadily maintaining the 
co- equality and co eternity of the San and. the 
Father; alſo oppoſed to Sabeliansſm, - as maintain 
ing the trinity and unity of perſons in the one 
eternal Godhead ; and as you canngt but know 
that thus it is, therefore your charge is not only 
unjuſt, but ſeems to be ignorantly, if not mali- 
ciouſiy, inſinuated, While you yourſelf, Sir, do 
maintain Arianiſm and Sabelianiſm, not in diſguiſe, 
but in its own native dreſs ; and if you were con- 
ſiſtent with yourſelf, you would openly avow and 
acknowledge it, and though you: pretend to de- 
pend upon Chriſt's righteouſneſs, in this you are 
abſolutely inconſiſtent with the ſcriptures; for it 
is not the righteouſneſs of a mere creature that 
can juſtify us, but it is the righteouſneſs of God 
by faith, Ila. xlv. 25. In the Lord ſball all the ſeed 
of feel be juſtified and ſhall glory. Neither can 
Mr. Elliot ſhew me a man, unleſs it be himſelf or 
ane of his deceived admirers, ho depends alone 


vpon 


(163 ) 

upon the richte ouſneſs of Chriſt for their juſtifica- 
tion, while at the ſame time they believe Chriſt to 
be only an exalted human perſon; and if Mr. Elliot 
were conſiſtent with himſelf he would go a little 
further, and openly .avow Socinianiſin in all the 
branches of it, or rather (what I earneſtly wiſh) 
that you would return back; to where you once 
was, re · eſpouſing and acknowledging the true 
Chriſtian doctrine, to the ſaving ot yourlelf and. 
thoſe that hear you. 

Page 43, you ſay, Becauſe Jeſus i is the Chriſt 
«© of -God, he hath filled him with his own. Spirit, 
« but-the Spirit of God is omniſcient and omni- 

<<, potent, therefore the perſon who is immea- 
, ſurably. filled with that divine Spirit, knows all * 
„ things and can do all things.“ ' 

| Reply.—Our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was filled with 
the Spirit above meaſure, when he entered on 
his miaiſterial work, but in Mark xiii. 32. he 
ſaith, of that day and that bour knoweth no man, no 
not the angelt which are in heaven, neither the Son, 
but the i Father. ' You ſee here, that though he 
was filled with the Spirit, yet there is one "thing 
which he acknowledges he did not know ; and 
this muſt be applied to him as the Son of man, 
and therefore we oe that his human ſpirit was not 
acquainted with all things: but if we conſider 
him as a divine perſon in the eternal Godhead, 
then he is neceſſarily omniſcient, &c. and in this 
view Peter addreſſed him, John xxi. 17. And he 
ſaid-unto him, Lord thou knoweſt all things, thou 
knoweſt that I love thee; and we have his eſſential 

omniſcience expreſſed in many places of ſcripture, 

particularly Rev. ii. 23. I am be that ſearcbeth the 
reins. and hearts, and 1 will give io every one of you 
according to your works. - This evidently reſpects, 
not the human, but the divine nature of Chriſt, 
in whom are hid all the treaſures of wiſdom and 
knowledge, and in order to the fulfilment of his 
pramiſes, he mult -alſo be omnipreſent, and omni- 
potent, for he hath promiſed to be with his peo- 
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ple alway, even to the end of the world, and 
that when or wherever two or three are gathered 
together in bis name, he will be in the midſt of 
them to bleſs them. Matt. xxviii. 20.—xvill. 20. 
and it is certain that Chriſt, as to his human na- 
ture, cannot be with his people here upon earth, 
for the apoſtle Peter tells us, Acts in. 21. Vbom 
the heavens muſt receive, until the times of reftitution 
of all things; this can only be ſaid reſpecting his 
human nature, for as to his divine nature, or 
Godhead, he fills both heaven and earth ; accord- 
ingly we ſce that he is repreſented as walking in 
the midſt of the ſeven golden candleſticks, or the 
leven churches of Aa, neither can we pray unto 
him, or put our prayers, &c. into his hand, as 
our great High Prieſt, to be perfumed by his in- 
cenſe, unleſs we are fully perſuaded that he is om- 
niſcient and ever preſent with us; and if Chriſt 
is only a human perſon, he cannot have theſe perfec- 
tions as ſuch, and your maintaining that Chriſt, as 
only a human perſon filled immeaſurably with the 
Spirit, therefore muſt know all things. This, I 
ſay, gives no ſmall countenance to the Romiſh 
doctrine, of praying to ſaints and angels, for they 
are ſaid to be perfect, and to know, even as they 
are known ; but whatever knowledge theymay have 
attained to, we are ſure that no created being can 
be omniſcient, &c. and as ſure that our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt is omniſcient in regard to his divine nature, 
and conſequently that he is both God and man in 
one perſon, to deny this is to take away all our 
confidence in him, and all our expectarion of the 
fulfilment of the goſpel promiſes, as aforeſaid. - 

You ſay, Your objection ſuppoſeth that the 

& ſcripture commands us to pray to no perſon 
« but to Chriſt only, or that Chriſt is to be ad- 
«© dreſſed in the very ſame manner as the Father 
©« is; but Chriſt is never addreſſed in the ſame: 
„manner as the Father, but as the Mediator. 
„Stephen prayed to him as ſuch in his dying 
* moments, he called upon him, not as his God, 
| | | « but 
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« but as his Lord, and as the Son of man, whom 


he ſaw ſtanding at the right hand of God.” 


Reply.—If you admit that Chriſt is the object 


of prayer, it is the ſame as admitting him to be 
God, for none but God is or can be the object of 
religious prayer; neither do I know any place in 
{ſcripture where we are called to pray to him as 
Mediator ſimply conſidered, for as ſuch we are 
deſired to pray in his name, John xvi. 23, 24. 


N bal ſoever ye Hall aſk the Father in my name, he 


will give it you. Hitherto ye have aſked nothing in 
my name; aſk and ye ſhall receive, that your joy may 


be full. That the Mediator was and ought to be 


prayed to, is evident from many places of ſcrip- 
rure, but it was and always ſhould be in the faith 
of his being God ; and I humbly think that David 
in many places prayed to Chriſt in this view, 
Pial. iii. 7. Ariſe, O Lord, ſave me, O my God, for 
thou haſt ſmitten all mine enemies upon the cheek-bone, 
Se. Plal. v. 2. Hearken unto the voice of my cry, 
my King and my God, for unto thee will I pray. 
Much may be ſaid to ſhew that Chriſt was here 

ayed to; but let it ſuffice to obſerve, that the 
1 Jeſus Chriſt is Zion's King and Zion's God, 
who delivereth them from all their enemies. And 
in Acts ii. 24. the apoſtles invoked him as the 
omniſcient God; And they prayed and ſaid, Thou 
Lord, who knoweſt the hearts of all men, ſhew whe- 
ther of theſe two thou baſt choſen. And Stephen in 
this light viewed him, and prayed to him, Acts 
vii. 19. And they ftoned Stephen calling upon God, 
and ſaying, Lord Feſus, receive my ſpirit. What 
is more evident than that he believed Jeſus Chriſt 
to be God, for God is not here mentioned as a 
diſtinct perſon from Chriſt, except you would ſay 
that Stephen preferred Chriſt to God, in reſpect 
of his committing his Spirit to him; but the plain 
meaning is, that Stephen viewed Chriſt as a divine 
perſon in the one Godhead. So that your obſer- 
ſervation with regard to Stephen is without foun- 
dation; for it is evident that he called upon _ 
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both as his Gad and his Lord. Your ſaying that 
he called upon him not as his. God, but as his 
Lord, is neither agreeable ro-ſcriptute- nor com- 
mon ſenſe, for in a ſpiritual and religious ſenſe, 
he that is God, is alſo the — —_— and he 
that is Lord is Gd. | 
You 8 page 44. By our doctrine, the ke 
of God in giving his Son, and the love of Chriſt 
“in giving himſelf, are declared to be real facts, 
divinely true; whereas your's only repreſent it 
as barely nominal and figurative, without having 
any proper reality at all in it. For how could 
the living God, a divine ſelf-exiſtent perſon, 
actually and properly give another divine ſelf- 
exiſtent perſon or God, or can there be two 
„ ſuch, ot hom could the living God, in a ſtrict 
and proper ſenſe, become poor, and ſuffer, and 
die; but if this is not your real ſentiments, 
« then I think you have not yet ſufficiently ex- 
** plained yourſclt to the common ſenſe and un 
derſtanding of Chriſtians,” | 
Reply — are full of tautology and perplen- 
ity in all your anſwers, which obliges me to make 
repetitions, the ſubſtance of what you have here 
ſaid has been anſwered over and over; and I have 
as often told you, that there is but one only living 
and true God, in three perſons, according to the 
cracles of truth. Your ſaying how can one divine 
perſon give another divine perſon, is the perverſe 
language of unbelief, oppoſing the plain teftimony 
of God's word, which declares that the Father 
hath given not a created nor an adopted Son, but 
his proper co-equal Son: John fi. 16. God /o 
2 ed the world, that he gave his only-begotten Son, 
Sc. And again, that the Son gave himlelf, Titus 
it. 15, Who gave himſelf for us, &c:" So that it is 
your own doctrine that does indeed only imply a 
nominal, and not ftriftly the proper Son of God, 
for no human perſon can be ſo; and as you aſſert 
that Chriſt conſidered in himſelf is —__ A: pure 
human perſon, then he can only be the * ve 
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God by creation and adoption, and is only nomi- ; 


nal and figurative, in compariſon to a real Son. of 
the ſame eſſence with the Father, but Jeſus Chriſt 
who gave himſelf for us, is in ſcripture expreſsly 
declared to be God, therefore he 1s a divine. per- 
ſon, Now if God gave his co-equal Son for us, 
it was a greater diſplay of his love, and of more 
benefit to us, than if he had given all the angels 
in heaven. For we read, 1 Sam. 11. 25. Fa man 


fin againſt the Lord, who ſhall intreat for bim? 


The offence being ſo heinous, that no reparation 
could be made by any inferior to the perſon of- 
fended ; ſo that if God had not given his own Son 
we muſt have all periſhed ; but the Father hath 
given his own divine Son, therefore it is an infinite- 
ly greater diſplay of the love of the Father in giv- 
ing his Son for us, than his giving only a human 
perſon as you fay, but this your doctrine manifeſtly 
depreciates the love of the Father, and contradicts 
the ſcripture, which ſets forth the love of God in 
giving his Son, as being fo great, that it could not 
ſſibly have been exceeded, but if Chriſt is only a 
— perſon, it could have cen exceeded, for even 
the gift of angels for us would have been greater. 
Again, if che Son of God laid aſide his glory, 
and aſſumed our nature in its low eſtate, then he 
became realiy poor, and ſhewed a greater jnſtance 
of humility and of love to us, than if myriads of 
human ſpirits, though ever ſo highly exalted, had 
done the ſame; but our Lord Jeſus Chriſt did 
actually vail his glory, was in this world in a ve 
r condition, hav ng no where to lay his ſacred 
2 therefore his love is infinitely greater, and 
far more amazing than your fictious im inary 
human ſpirit can be, and thus you both under- 


value the glorious perſon of chu, and his mar- 

vellous love to us. 

Page 43, you ſay, Whether you have borrowed 

this ſtrange expoſition of the text, 1 Cor. xv. 28. 

* or whether it be the product of your own imagi- 

nation, I cannot tell, but del it is as wild and 
| on ex- 
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extravagant as your extraordinary comment on 
*. 2.” 

 Reply.—Sir, you ſeem to be greatly nettled at 
my thoughts on Col. ii. 2. that you ſhould here 
bring it up again; this would give occaſion to 
think that it has touched you in the quick, and 
indeed it makes your Babel totter, and may the 
Lord make it altogether fall. 

And it alſo appears that what I have advanced 
from 1 Cor. xv. 28. has bore hard upon you, and 
makes you exert yourſelf to the utmoſt to turn 
away the force of it; but if it is ſo wild and extra- 
vagant, as you ſay, why did Mr. Elliot give him- 
felf ſo much trouble to overthrow that which could 
not ſtand upon its own legs. You ſeem curious 
to know who I borrowed it from, and to ſatisfy 
you in this, I tell you, that my authors are the 
prophets and apoſtles of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; I 
never had much opportunity of conſulting other 
authors, though I would be far from rejefting ſuch 
helps ; but as I have not the advantage of any, I 
chink myſelf happy that I have the promiſe of the 
divine teaching to lead me into all truth, and I 
think I may ſay with great humility and thankful- 
neſs, that nothing material has dropt from me, 
contrary to the analogy of the ſcriptures, even 
on thetexts which you ſo ſeverely cenſure. 

Page 47, you ſay, © The ſcripture ſpeaks no- 
thing of Chriſt's ſubjection as Mediator, now 
« he is at the right hand of God; he completed 
« his work as a ſervant when upon the croſs, he 
« -faid it is finiſhed ; and now he ſits and reigns at 
« God's right hand, not as a ſervant, but as his 
4 anGted King in Zion.“ 

Reply.—lIndeed, Sir, you diſcover groſs igno- 
rance of the goſpel myſtery—if Chriſt is not now, 

et in his mediatorial capacity a ſervant, then it 
follows that he is in a ſtate of co-equality with the 


Father; why then have you been racking Jour 


brain to overthrow that which your words fairly 
imply, if you underſtand your own words; but 
* although 


although I do indeed believe Chriſt's eſſential co- 
equality in the one eternal Godhead, yet as he 
graciouſly took upon him the office of Mediator, 
and is ſtill in the execution of it, therefore he is 
ſtill the Lord's ſervant as in that capacity; and if 
you yourſelf had read the chapter with any atten- 
tion that you deſired me to read, you would have 
ſeen in the 27th verſe that this is fully implied, 
viz. But when be ſaith all things are put under him, 
it is manifeſt that he is excepted that did put all 
things under bim; and doth not this evidently im- 
ply, that although Chriſt is exalted head over all 
things as Mediator, yet he is ſtill under him who 
exalted him, and therefore is his ſervant, but not 
now in bearing the ponderous load of guilt and 
wrath due to us, nor in obeying the precepts of 
the law for us, thereby meritoriouſly procuring 
ſalvation ; for this he did when he bowed his ſa- 
cred head and ſaid, It is finiſhed. Yet he is even 
now in the exerciſe of all his offices, as Mediator 
and Head of the church, a Prophet, Prieft, and 
King on his throne. 

And your granting that he is his anointed King 
in Zion, corroborates the ſame truth, for he holds 
this dignity on the tenor of the everlafting cove- 
nant, and acts as the Lord's ſervant in bringing 
back Jacob again unto him, Iſa. xlix. 5. | 

You ſeem to think that the man Chriſt was not 
King in Zion, till he aſcended into heaven, and 
was there exalted at the Father's right hand ; but 
I have proved that the Son of God was ſet up in 
that capacity before the world began, and was 
Zion's King, yea King of kings, even when he 
lay in the manger, and when he hung upon the 
croſs, There he was a victorious and triumphant 
King, conquering and ſpoiling principalities and 
powers, making 4 ſhew of them openly, triumphing 
over them in it, Col. ii. 15. | 


; And as he thus acted in ſubjection to the Fatheb #© 


when here upon earth, &c. he doth the ſame now. 
in heaven, and will do till the expiration of his 
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mediatorial kingdom; which will not be until all 
his people are fully delivered from all the effects 
of ſin and death, 1 Cor. xv. 24. And as Media- 
tor, he acts all things both in his humiliation and 
exaltation, not as a ſingle or private perſon, but 
as the repreſentative and head of his body the 
church; and as the head and the body is but one 
perſon, ſo Chriſt and his church is conſidered in 
law but one perſon; in this connection the ſins of 
the church were imputed to Chriſt, and the righ- 
teouſneſs of Chriſt imputed to the church, 2 Cor. 
v. 21. And in 1 Cor, xv. 3—23. Chriſt is viewed 
both in his dying and riſing again as the head of 
his church; and verſe 28, cannot mean the Son 
identically, for he is even now ſubject to the Father; 
therefore it muſt mean the Son myſtically, in- 
cluding his body the church, which is not yet in full 
ſubjection to God. And the church is often ſpoken 
of by the name of her head, Jer. xxxiii. This is 
the name wherewith ſhe ſhall be called, The Lord our 
righteouſneſs. See Ezek. xxxvill. 35. 1 Cor. xii. 12. 
For as the body is one and bath many members, and 
all the members of that one body, being many, are one 
body; ſo alſo is Chriſt. 

By all theſe texts we may eaſily ſee that it is 
not the Lord or Chriſt perſonally that is. here 
meant, but his myſtical body the church; and 
in 1 Cor. xv. 28. it cannot be underſtood in the 
ſenſe you put upon it, in ſuppoſing that Chriſt is 
now in a ſtate of ſupreme dignity, and ſhall after 
his delivering up of the kingdom, be put into a 
ſtate of ſubjection; this, I ſay, is the moſt noto- 
rious abſurdity that can be thought upon; but if 
you. will underſtand this text in connection YM 
the former texts, where the church or body of. 
Chriſt is ſpoken of under his name, then the ſenſe 
— 1 eaſy, and agreeable to the ſcriptures 
truth. | 1 
And let it be obſerved, that the word ſubject, 
in 1 Cor. xv. 28, does not ſtand in oppoſition tao 


a ſtate of dignity, but in oppoſition to a ſpirit of 
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Ar bedience; this appears evident from the laſt 
words of the text, viz. that God may be all in Al; 
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which. implies that he is not now all in all, and it 


can only be underſtood in reſpect to the members 
or body of Chtiſt, who during their militant ſtare 
are in many things diſobedient, and the world, the 
fe, and the devil, has too much power in and 
over them all; but when they are totally delivered 


from their ſpiritual enemies, and brought into a 


perfect conformity to Chriſt their Head, (for this 
is the grand end for which the mediatorial king- 
dom was ſet up) When this, I ſay, is accomplithed, 
then he will deliver up the kingdom to his Father, 
faving, Behold I., '4nd the children whom thou 
haft given me. Then God ſhall be all in all in 
them, and all in all to then. 

This is the glorious period ſpoken of by the 
prophets and apoffles, when all the promiſes ſhall 
have their full and final actomphfhment in the 


k che goſpel, and the faith and hope of the ſaints; 
D therefore 
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therefore no objection 45 may; be N | 
what I have faid reſpecting the true meani 
1 Cor. xy. 28, can be ſupported either by reafon 
or ſcripture. If in this. 1 differ from expolitors, 
as you ſay, yet Tam perſuaded, not with the 5 
nor deſignedly with — 4 
Thus, Sir, I have with great ſimplicity, warm 
affection, and ſincere concern, both for the truth 
and your beſt intereſt, (ſo far as I know my own 
heart) carefully and. candidly conſidered the ſub- 
ſtance of all your anſwers to the many objeQions 
Which you formed from my letter * your own 
Joarine ; and have ſufficiently ſhewn that your an- 
ſwers are abſolutely invalid; Apa all 20 I a- 
fore wrote ſtill remains in full force againſt you 
ad if you had impartially conſidered the whole, you 
would not have given any occaſion for a ſecond let- 
ter; and what I have now added, will, I humbly _ 
2 2 be judged by every im artial reader, a full re- 
futation of your heretical d And my chief 
en - of this, is indeed, Sir, with a _- to 
God, your ſpiritual recovery, and 
Lo Woo s who-have been dreadfully led aſide 
by you,. But if after all I have here advanced 
you {till Eh inflexible and reſolute in o 2 
the truth contained in the ſcripture,” I ſhall 2 — 
it my duty to follow the apoſtle s direction, Titus 
iii. 4 A than that is an beretick after the Ir and 
ſecond admonitian, rejeft, knowing that be that is ſuch | 
is ſulverted and ſinneth being condemned of bimſef. _. 
But that the rd may be graciouſly plealed to 
bleſs the feeble attempts of thewveakelt of inſtruy (. 
ments, to his glory, in bringing you back t6. the 
a r of the truth, is and ſhall, be the |. 
er of your unfeigned friend in our 
h Gow a Lol Jef wg to what with the Father, |. 
the Holy Ghoſt 8 Tp only liviog and true 
God, be e þ "IX 6 i "I | 


